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The purpose of this study is to examine ths doctrine for
providing close air support to the field armv in the North
African, ¥editerranean, and Furcpean Theaters of.Operations
durinz World War II. The study attempts to show the forces
and evznts which affected the formulation of this doctrine
of clos= air suvport.

The study covers three broad verinds: (1) the early
developmental veriod of closes air sunport doctrine, (2) the
first test of doctrine in Africa, and (3) the neriod after
the radical change in doctrine which took place in Africa.

Ths roots of the close air sunport problsms encountered
by the American Aruv fightine the WNa=zi forces in ¥World War II
are found in the early history of American militarv aviation.

The American air arm in World War I rad only a few
months of combat experience. This was enoug-, however, to
corvince its leaders of the tremendous potential of aviation
as a weapon of war. One of these leaders was General "William
Mitchell, who soon came to believe that it was vossible for
an air forcs alone to win wars by means of long range
strategic bombing. He felt that 1t was necessarv to have a
separatz air arm in order to carr- out tris twvoe of warfare.
In his efforts to» have the air arm established as a separate
force, Gsneral Mitchell was guiltv of indiscreet actions in
his publiec utterances. His court-martial andi the resulting
attitudes w-ich it left within the armed forces comolicated
the problem of arriving at a saéisfactorv inteegration of

air and around warfare,
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The War Department doctrine refl=cted the limited cap-
ability of tne available aircraft. The mission Qf the air arm
was to aid the advance of the grouni forces. HMMeanwhile, Air
Coros doctrine showed the influence of Gsneral Mitchell's
concent of lonz range bombing and stratecic air warfare.

With the advent of the B-17 bomber in the 1230's, thz de-
velooment of aircraft and doctrine for close suvnport of
ground forc=s was to be retarded. Strategic air onerations
were zivan primarv emphasis,

The outbreak of World War II found the doctrine of close
sﬁoport to be inadequate and untested. Attempts to gain
sufficisnt exoerience bv means of joint maneuvars in the
early 19/j0's were unsatisfactory because of shortaces of
equioment and trained psrsonnel, There were also differences
between the Army and Air Corvs over the need for close
air suoport and the requirements for extensive training
in this area. Bsfore tre question co1l14 be resolvesd, U.S.
forces were engag=d in c¢ombat in Africa in late 19l 2.

* The basis of alr-ground cooverati~n for the overations
in Africa was found in FM 31-35., This 4ocument was orevared
from the limited expsriences obtained from the joint air-ground
maneuvers of the prec=ding vear. The manual prescribed that
ground force cnimanders would control aviation assiened to
provide close supvport for the eround unit.

Thwe first test of ths doctrine in Africa was comnlicated

by severe logistic and political problems. Tre U,S. 24 Coros

was committed over a wide front alongside French and Rritish
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forces. .The alr units assigned to support 2d Corps were not
adsjuate for waginm a battle for air suneriority unaided or
for providing satisfactory close air support. Provisions for
intezration of total U.S. and Allied air effort wer=s inadequate.
The result was a lack of success in the overall air effort.
The airmen chargad that the lack of success was due largely
t> the svstem of command which vermitted Armv contrsl of
sunporting aviation.

A reorzanization to coordinate the air effort in February
1942 resulted in supportineg air being removed from ground force
control. The ground forcs commanders were then to complain
that thev were not being properlv susported bv air. They felt
that thev were properlv entitled to close supvort and that
integration of air and ground effort was absolutely essential.

At the completion of the African Campaign, the War
Devartment published F# 100-20. This document gave official
sanction to the independent rols of the Air Corps. The
subsequent invasion of Sicily got off to a bad start with
the*Alir Coros conductine its overations withouat regard to
the Armv plan. Little proeress was made in integrating the
2ir anj eroundi sffort during the rest of the camnalgn in
Sicilv,

T-e fi~st concrete sten toward providing better and more
closely interratei sunsport was taken after the invasion at
Salerno, with the integration of air and grouni staffs at

>

Fifth Armv headquarters. Progresss after this was slow,




e

n

Ground commandzrs'! attemots t> obtain some form of miséion
control to ovrovide better inteeratinn of air effort were
m=t by Air Coros reluctance to release control of aircraft
to ground units.

As the war progressed,.air comiand=2ars beran tn show a
greater ihterest in the problems of close air su»nport, Ranid
striies were made in the late summer of 104l with the near
simultaneous exveriments wit» forward air controllers con-
ducted ir Italy and Normandv. The use of forwari air control-
lers and other forms of dscentralized air control wsre re-
soonsible for the success of close air sup»mort in late 194k
and 195,

iThe significant shortcomings of the close air sunport
effort were the lack of night fizhters and ni~ht intruders,
the lack of sufficient reconnaissance aircraft, and the
failure to make rreater use of bombzvrs i~ the tactical role.

The oroblem of who should corntrol th=2 air arm has been
a paramount question throughout the history of U.S. military
aviation. The struggle extended from General Mitec»sll's
early attemots to frse aviation from "roﬁnd force control
to the climax reached with the publication of F4 11Y0-20.

In strivine to obtain its goal of an inlevendent mission,

the Alr Corps neglected its additional requirement of being

able t»n support the rround effort. Th's emphasis on its

independent missio~ was a maio~ factor in its failure to

1

have a well-developed svstem for providing close air sunport

at the beginnine of World War 11,




T-e fallure of the early air effort in Africa was not
due to the svstzm of rcround contr-l of suonortiﬁq air. It
was due to tre logistic and »nlitical »nr~blems as well as
Air Qorps doectrine and oractices which nrevented the full
avplication of the Allied air effort.

The subsequent declaration of indevendence contained
in FiM 100-20 preventad effective utilization »f air power
in the land battle. It was =mn5t until the air ~ommaniers
took a greater interest in the needs for close air sunport
and loosened treir control over air missions that an

effective system of close air support was dsveloved.
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INTRODUCTICN

The purpose of this studv is to examine the doctrine
for »sroviding close air suovport to the field army in the
North African, Mediterranean, and European Theaters of
Operations during World War II. The studv attemmts to show
the forces and events which affected the formulation of
this doctrine of close szir suovnort.

The study covers three broad neriods: (1) the early
develoomental vériod of ciose air suoport doctrine, (2) the
first test of doctrine in Africa, and (3) the veriod after
ths radical chanre in iloctrine which took olace in Africa.

Because th=2 early historv of American air doctrine had
such an effect on close air suovort doctrine, it is necessary
to examine this early history closely, and to trace the
development of doctrine from the infancv of air warfare,.
Considerable attention 1s also given to the first field test
of the doctrine in Africa where the most significant change

in doctrine durinc the war was made.




"CHAPTER I
BACXGROUND

Barly Air Doctrine

The airolane had made its first sisnificant a»nnearance
as a weadoon of war in World War I. The role of the air forces
of the belligersnts in the war had been a minor one; Aircraft
wers confined mostly to verforminz recon-aissance, counter air,
and occasional bombardment tasks, with the air arm usually oner-
ating subordinate to the ground forcss. The war endsd before
aircraft could be =2mnloyed with anv significant effect.l

Having invented the aironlane, the United States left to
others its develovomznt and adaptation to militarvy use. The
Army obtained its first alrolane in 1909 and placed its
air arm under the control of the Signal Corns whers it lay
neglected for years.2 When World War II started, the United
States ranked fourteenth in world air power, well behind such

countries as Greece and Bulgaria.3

lW.F.Craven and Lee Cate, The Armv Air Forces in World War II,
Vol. I: Plans and Early Operationsg (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press,
19,48), chan. I, hereafter referredi to as AAF, I.

2Gilbert Paust, Fighting Wings (New York: Duell, Sloan, %
Pearce, 19L4};), p. 31.

3

31bid., o. 7.
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Created virtually from a zero base in 1917, the Army air
arm experienced a vast expansion. After seven months of combat
in France the war ended. Then came swift ani virtually comnlete
demobilization for the Air Service. The short story of the air
arm in the war had been one of v»romise rather than one of any
significant acl'n'.evernent.LL

A leader in the conduct of the air war had be=sn Brig.

Gen, William Mitchell, who commanied the Air Service for the
First Army Group. Mitchell had neither enough aircraft nor
time to thoroughly test his ideas on the use of air nower.
However, he had been able t» exverim=ant with control of rela-
tively large numbers of aireraft in suonort of ground opera-
tions and with bombardment conducted a»art from the ficghting,
observation, and bombing squadrons attached to the various
corps;5

The British had nlanned to construct a large bomber fleet
in conjunction with the United States and in 1918 created an
"Independent Air Force" under General Trenchard. Its mission
was the strategic bombardment of Germany. The armistice inter-
vened before the plan could be fully carried out.6

Had the war lasted long enoucgh to »nrovide the U.S. Alr
Service with some experience in a bombardment program corducted

indevendent of the ground armies, 1ts postwar history micht

have been far different. PFor in the interim between the two wars

b1pid., chap. I. 5Ibid. aarF, 1, 15.




L

the relative imoortance of such a missién became the crucial
issue in the develooment of air power. Advocates of an air
force tied closely to ground forces could sveak éuthoritatively
from experience; Americans who talked indevendent air warfare
could cite only theories.7 This issue was to havs nrofound
effect on the development of air-ground doctrine.

From 1919 to 1939 the history of the Army Air Service8
was dominated by a struggle for rscognition and indevendence
which left a dzep imnrint uoon the air organization and its

9

personnel.’ There se=med to be no quasstion as to the need of
aviation in the military, but just what its nlace should be

was to be the battleground for advocates of air »owsr like
General Mitchell.lo

General Mitchell and his followers espoused the effective-

ness of aerial bombardment and strategic bombing. In 1921,
having successfully demonstrated the vulnerability of battle-
ships to air attack, he continued his camvpalgn for a separate

air arm.l1

Tpaust, p. 16.

The name of the U.S, air arm is frequentlvy confusing, It
has been known in whole or in part as the Air Service, Army Air
Corps, Army Air Forces and finally, as the Air Force. During
the WW II period it will be referred to as the Army Air Forces
or Air PForce.

9Paust, o, 17.

10ppp Historical Office, The Official Pictorial Historv of the

Army Air Forces (New York: Sloan % Pearce, 19L7), p. 5.

3

1l1pi4,, p. 60.




At the same time, an early air Dro@het, the Italian
General Giulio Douhet, writing in 1921, held the view that the
aerial force would be the decisive force in futufe wars, Fe
believed that victory would be won bv mass bombardmsnt and that
a sevarate alr arm to carry out this mission was essential for
any modsrn armed force,12

Influenced verhaps by the ideas of Trenchard and Douhet,
and developing his own ideas on the role of aviation, General
Mitchell, as assistant chief of the Air Service, »ressed
vigorously for reorganization of the Air Service as a sevarate
force, Filled with missionary zeal, he and his followzrs spoke
intemo=ratsly. 'While Mitchell and his fo'lowers had enthus-
iasm, their opponents had rank. The ensuing controversy was
fully aired in »ublic, and the resulting court-martial of
General Mitchell left an aftermath of bitterness which made
it more difficult to arrive at agreements and d=clsions regard-
ing the role of the air arm in the conduct of Warfare.l3

To the airmen, the basic issue was vhether or not the
airplane was simoly another weanon to be emvloyed by the ground
and naval forces in fulflilline their traditional missions or
a completely new force of such nowerful and revolutionary
potential as to require an entirelv new organization to carry

out its mission.lu They felt that only bv securing a co~siderable

measure of autonomy, to include its own budsst, could the Air

1264110 Douhet, "Air Warfare," C.%G.S.C. Library, M9L03
G9 J. No date,

13Kent R. Greenfield, AGF Studv No. 35, 1948, p.1, hereafter
referred to as Greenfield.

Ippp. 1. 19.
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Service formulate its own doctrine, deﬁelop equipment'appro-
priate thereto, and direct its forces in battle.l5 The example
of Great Britain, wkich had maintained the RAF ihdenendent of
the Army, strengthened the determination and aggressiveness

16

of American advocates of alr »Hower.

PROGRESS TOWARD AUTONOMY

The first of a long series of bills supporting a sevar=-
ate air force had been introduced in €ongress as earlv as March
1916, Between that date and the National Security Act of 1947,
some fifty similar bills wers introduced.l7

In 19018, P?esident Wilson removed Army aviation from the
jurisdiction of the Signal Corps. It was soon redesicnated
the Air service.1l8 In 1926 the Air Service was redisignated
the Air Corps.19 The General Headoguarters Air Forcs was estab-
lished by lezislation in 1935, assuring the Air Force of con-
centrating offensive aviation under central command channels
and giving it a more or less indenendent mission,20 1In 1941
the Army Air Forces was created, with General H.Arnold as
Chilef. General Arnold was made directlv responsible to the
Army Chief of Staff, therebv enabline him to present the
views of the Air Forces without having to go through inter-

veninz channels, The War Departme=nt was reorganized again

151b1d4. 10Greenfield, p.1.

174, Goldberg, History of the U.S.Air Force (Princeton,
New Jersey: D.Van Nostrand Co., 1937) p. 1.

¥ur, 1, 9. 97bi4., 29. 201p14,, 3.




7
in March 19/;2 and the Air Forces became co~-equal with the
Arnmy Ground Forces and the Armv Service Forces. The Air Force

had achieved a3ll but virtual indenendence.21

AMERICAN ATR NDOCTRINE

American alr doctrine, like tre Armv air arm itself, had
started from scratch in “orld War I, General Mitchell, as an
early leader in the develonment of air doctrine, was not alwavs
consistent in his writings on the use of air »nower. But,
one axiom was to stand out ennsistentlv; and that was that the
airnlane was first and last an offensive weanon. TInitially
he emnhasized the immortance of nursuit aircraft to gain con-
trol of thre air; Bv 1930, he had come to conslder that the
basis of air force »ower was ths bombardment airnlane.22

General Mitcrell was not without sunoorters in believing
that "the air force misht brine victorv unaided."2? General
Trenchard, who commandsd the RAF Indanandent Forece in 1918,
envisionsd that the long range bombinz force would be canable
of doine tVis.Eu Ganeral Douhet, in an essav-entitled "Command
of ths Air," wrote that armies and navies cecould bé made helnless

25

by strategic bombing.

2l1pid,, ». 115. 221bid., ovp. 3, 35, L1.

23Roger Barlingame, General Rillv Mitchell (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 195z), p. 5,

duBillv Mitchell, Winged Defense (Naw Vork: Putnam's
Sons, 1925), ». 9.

25Guilio Douhet, The Commahd of the Air (New Vork:
Coward-McCowan, 1927), chan. 1.
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While Mitchell was publicly airing his views on éir
power, official doctrine in the Army Field Service Regulations
of 1923 continued to stress that the chilef role of the Alr
Service was in suvport of ground forces.26 Training Regula-~
tion l/10-15, "Fundamental Principles for the Employment of
the Air Service," dated 26 January 1926, stated that the
organization and training of air units should be based on
the fundamnental doctrine that their mission is to 214 the
ground forces to gain decisive success., Coincidentally,
General Mitchell resigned from the Armv the day after
TR L)j0-15 was published.Z?

Meanwhile; Air Corps leajiers, apart from official
War Department doctrine, continued to envision for ailr
powsr a more decisive role, consisting primarily of bombard-
ment on independent operations.28 The deoression of 1329 and
the following years seriously linited funds for develovment
of aircraft and equioment. Training and air-ground maneuvers
wer= to be gqulite restricted for the next decade.

By 1931, lectures at the Air Coros Tactical School
were clear in stating that a revolutiorn in thought had taken
nlace. Th=2se lecturss taught offensive air warfare in the

vein of General Mitchell's »ronouncements. The three services

26

Lt. Col. Donald O'Commor, "Historv of Close Air Subport,"
A stady in his files at Ft. Rilev, Kansas, d. 7.

27AAF, I, L‘—SO Y

28C.&G.S.C.Library, Address, Chief of Army Air Corps, made at
1927 Air-ground Maneuvers, Ft, Houston, Texas, The address is
contained in "Revort of Air-Ground Maneuvers, 1927, Fort Sam
Houston, Texas,"”" prepared by the Maneuver Headquarters, 1927.
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were to cooperate but each vould have its own particular
mission.egIncidentallv, the first English translation of
Douhet's "Command of the Air" was a mimeocraohed edition done

for the Air €Coros Tactical School in 1932.30

DOCTRTNAL BVOLUTICON CONTINUES

Mitchellt's ideas on air nowver had raced ghead of
the technolocical develooment of his weanons. Fowever, bv
1935 the weanon to match the treories was found when thre
first B-17 was successfully flovn.31

Official doctrine of the War Denartment failed to reflect
the incrsased interest of the Air Corps in the conduct of air
operations indeperdert of thas rround forces. Primarv emnhasis
was still »laced on the use of air to supnort the advance of
the grouni force. Occasiorally there was a slin in official
doctrine as in the War Denartment Cnast Artillery Manual of
1933 which curiously contained a »aracranh wrich stated that
the primary role of air forces was the destruction of enenv
air and the emnlovment of the air forces should be in mass
in offensivs action.32

During the late twentiss and earlv thi-ties, attack

aviation (aviation primarilv identified with suovort of ground

29O'Connor, "Y{storv of Close Su»n»ort," o. 9,

301p1d., o. 8. 3laar, 1, 6-7.

3210uis Sigaud, Douhet and Aerial Warfare (New Vork:
Putnam's % Son, 1941), »., 108. -
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forces) had received major attention iﬁ the Air Corosland in
its schools.33 With the advent of the B-17, close‘support.of
ground forces was now, in the words of the histofian of the
period, "to fall into neglect."3h The dsvelopment of the
heavy bombsr and its associated doctrine was t» have a retard-
ing effect on all other aviation activities. Ths development
of apvorooriate attack aircraft was to be extremelv slow.35

In 1940, the War Devartment oublished Air Corvs Field

Manual 1-5, Emnlovmant of the Aviation of the Army. This

document reppesented, verhans, the first break in official
doctrine in the evolution of air power tactics. Emerging here
for the first time was vure air power doctrine. Close air
suosport was still considered essential, but strategic use of
air was emphasized.36

On December 16, 1941 the War Department opublished

Training €ircular 70, Armyv Air Forces-Rasic Doctrine, which

stated that the basis of all air »ower was the hombardment
aircraft. Training Circular 70 recosnized ths suvvort role
of the Air Corps but emphasized the stratesic role. The Air
Corps was to be prevared to carry out either role.37

In Aucust 131, after the close of the larcest peacetime

maneuver ever to be held uo t» that time, the War Department

33USaF Historical Div., "The Development of Air Doctrine

in the Army Air Arm, 1917-1941,"(USAFHS No. 89), 1955, chan, III.
3h1bid., p. 67. 3S5Goldbers, ». L.
36 '

O'Connor, "History of Close Air Suvndort," ». 10.

37U.S., War Department, TC 70, Army Air Forces-Basice
Doctrine, 16 December 1941, vp. 3, L, B.
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published Training Circular 52, Emoloyment of Aviation in Close

Support of Ground Troops. It emvhasiz~d the need for centra-

lized control and effective communications and liaison, but
f1iled to s»ell out how and where this cormunication and liaison
vere to accur, It visualized bombardment aviation as the
principal means of suoport.38 The princinal features of Training
Circular 52 wer~ incorvorated into Fiz1ld Manual 100-15, Field

Service Rezulations, published in June 19&2.39

Fi=1d Manual 100-15 re-emphasizad the dual rols of the
'Air Forces in conducting strategic warfare and close suvport
of ground forces.uO It went on to list the fundamental consid-
erations in deciding how aviation was to be used in suadort of
ground forces. These hinged on the mission, mobility, and
limitations of air forces. The oprimary mission of the air
forces was to gain air suvsrioritv. Since aircraft wvere more
vulnerable and less easily renlac~d than artillerv, air "should
normally be employed on targets that could not be engagsd eff-
ectively or overcome »romptly bv the use of artillery alone."L"l
Field Manual 100-15 contained only broad statementé of princinle

on the question of control in combined air-grouni o:)er‘ations.Ll'2

38U.S., War Department, Training Circular 52, Emvloyment of
Aviation in Sup»nort of Ground Troons (Washington: Governmant
Printing Cffice, 29 Aug L1), pp. 1-2, 6-9.

39u.s8., War Departmsnt, Field Manual 100-15, Field Service
Repulations (Washington: Government °rinting Office, 10 June 19),2),
chap. IV,

LO1bid., »p. 74-76. Ulgreenfield, p. 3. thMlOO-lS, p. 209.
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FIELD MANUAL 31-35° ;
With the publication of Field Manual 31-35, Aviation

in Support of Ground Torces, on 9 Aoril 1942, the question
of éontrol was s»elled out in a little mors detail. Within
the theater pool of aircraft an "air support command" was to
be established. Such a command would have an orgsanic obser-
vation element with othar fighter or bomber elements assigned
or attached to it as determined necess>rv bv authoritv at
higher levels.hr3 The flexibilitvy of the Air Forces was thus
carz2fully assured. The control of an air supnort command was
vested in an air commander who was to» be the ow»nvosite numbér
to the commanding general of a field army.uh
Since Field Manual 31-35 was to remain the only authorita-
tive guide to tactical coovperation between air ani ground until
the publication of Training Circular 17 on 20 A»ril 1945, at
the close of World War II, it should be reviewed in some detail.
Once the air support command had been designated to be
attached to or to su»sport a s»ecifled field armv, the ground
force commander, in collaboration with the air su»vort com-
mander wéuld decide on the air suoport regquired. When requirsd,
aviation units could be allocated to su»nort subordinate ground
units. This 1esignation for suvport would not impnly subordin-

ation to the ground unit.)"’5 (S=ze Fipure

h3U.S., War Department, Field Manual 31-35, Aviation in
Support of Ground Forces (Washinston: Government Printing COffice,
9 April 1942), vpar. 2.

bhitpig., op. 6, 12. Y 1pi4., oars. 2, 6
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To assist in the cooperation at lower levels, the control
of the air commander could be decentralized to "air support
controls" located close to the command posts of units to which
" supbvortinc air units were svecifically allocated. The commander
of the alr support control would be the commander of the
combat aviation unit supporting that particular ground unfl.'(:.,+6
Normally an air support control would be found opvosite only
g corps headquarters; however, an air suoport control could
be located at a division headguarters. This would be more
normal in the case of the armored division.u7

An "air supoort party" a hishly mobile group with
appropnriate comﬁunications, would be detailed to the head-
quartérs of a supported ground unit for the purpose of trans-
mitting only aporoved air support requests to an air supvort
control. Within an army or corvs, an air suoport party
would rarely be detailed to a subordinate ground headquarters
below that of an infantrv division, except in the case of
armored divisions, where air suvport parties would freqguently
be detailed to the subordinate headjiarters of such a division.
Communication between an air support vartv and an alr suoport
control would alwavs be direct, using thelr own orcanic communications
The number of parties to be placed with a division would devend

18

To request air support a unit would go through normal command

upon the situation,

channels, The reguest would continue upward until it reached a

%Ibido, paI‘.lO?. h’7Ibid.’ ppn ,-‘--50 h.BIbido, paI"S. 7,1090
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command >ost where there was an air suvoort party. Hefe the
alr suopport officer would advise the ground commaﬁder of the
practicabllity of the mission. If the ground commander
approved the request it would be forwarded to the air suovvort
control. At the control the air support officer wvould eval-
uate thz request in collaboration with thes ground force
commander. The decislon as to whether or not tre alr suvvort
mission would be ordered rested with the ground forcs commander
who should give full consideration to the advice of the air
support commander, If the request was a»»oroved by the ground
commander, the alr support control commandzr would forward an
attack order difectlv to the airfisld of the supvorting air
unit. Onece the aircraft were in flicht, thev would be con-
trolled by the air support control or occasionally by the
air support party who would guide the aircraft to the target.
It was also visualized that observation aireraft could
enter the control net and guide the aircraft to the tx.u'g_:e'c.h'9
Control of supporting aviation was kept under the air
commander. Aviation was centralized at the hichest practlie-
able level. Only the air commander could issue an order to
an air unlt., However, the ground commander could 1lssue an
ordsr to the alr commander if he desired a mission flown.
The ground force commander, who would usually be the field
arny commander, was to decide, in collaboration with the

air support commanier, on the amount of supoort required.SO

491bi4., pars. 37,107,109. °CIbid., vars. 12, 37.
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The ground commander's decision on oriority of targeté was
to be fina1.51 This system of pafallel chain of éommand was
to establish the necessary liaison for coordination and
advising and to provide a ranid means of rendering close
support.

Provisions for communications were vague as ai=quate
comnunications equioment Was not then available. It was
visualized that radio communications would be used between
aircraft and the air suvport control and varty with the
air force beins responsible for this communications.52

Means-of ldentification and communications between
ground forcss and aireraft in flight was of necessity quite
general and tentative due to a lack of exverience in this
area. The ma~ual cautioned that limited success had been
achieved with panels, ovrotech ics, smoke, vehicle markings,
and the use of bomb safetv 1in=s.53 Imorovement was to come
only with exverience,

In brief, Field Manual 31-35 vprovided for an air suoport
commard to support a field army. The commander of this air
unit would act as an adviser to the ground commander.  Authority
could be delegated to an air su»n~rt control which would function
ooposite a coros or division headnuarters. To act as lialson
and to transmit requests to air sunvort control from a division
or regiment, a highly mobile group called an air support party
would be us=d. Ailr support par?ies would forward avporoved

requests to air support control., If apvroved bv the ground

51Ibid., par. 31. 52Ibid., pars. 102,106,107, 53Ibid.,p. 18,
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force commander in conjunction with the air support officer,
the request would be sent to an air unit as an order by the
air supvort officer.

Since only observation aircraft would be organiec to the
air support command, flexibilitv in the use of alr pover was
assured as units could be shifted as needed by the theater
commander, who could assien or attach bombardment aireraft or
other type alrcraft as the situation warranted. 'When the
theater commander felt the situation warranted aviation
to be used in support of an arav, he would assien or attach
aviation units to the air support commandi supvorting the army.
These units wouid then be used to assist in accomnlishment of

the army mission. The reverse of course would also be true.Sh

ATR-GROUND TRAINING PRIOR TO COMEAT
An Intsresting feature of the air-ground maneuver

held at San Antonio in 1927 was the provision for serisal
demonstrations to be conducted at various posts along the
routes .of the »nlanes as theyv assembled on Saﬁ Artonio from
around the country, Demonstrations were scheduled for Fort
Rilev, Fort Sill, Fort Leaverworth, and Fort Bennine. A
final demonstration was to be given at San Antonio after

the maneuvers. The demonstration at Fort Leavenworth had to

be cancelled because the air fisld was flooded. The demon-

strations consisted of att-cks on convoys, bombing, serial

3

Sh1pid., pars 2, L, 5, 7, 37, 109.
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combat, day and nicht photogranhy, and laying of a smoke
screen.55

A few years later training was greatly curtailsd by the
onset of th- denression and the subsesuent lack of trairning
funds. Large scale maneubers were not resumed until war clouds
had again mathered over Eurone. Air units narticipating in
maneuvers during this neriod consi-ted »rimarily of National
Guérd observation squadrons vith only an occasional Air Corps
bombardment or oursuit unit. Equinment, esoecially radios,
was found to be obsolete and unreliable, makins control
difficult.56

After war had broken out in Europe, extensive air
supoort tests weras schedulzd for the period of Februarv to
June 19]:1. Shortages of egquiomznt and units, and deficiencies
in trainin- limited the scove of the tests, Fowsver, the
problem was thoroushly studied.57 As a result of the tests,
the Air Force created air support co~mands which would control
all aviation formerly allotted to g£roind units., After the man-
euvers, the War Devartment issued lraining Circular 52, entitled

Emplovmant of Aviation in Suv»port of Ground Troons, which

incornorated tre use of air sunnort co*mands.58

55Maneuver Headquirters, "Re»ort of Air-Ground W¥aneuvers, 1927,
Fort Sam Houston, Texas," 1927, Annex C.

56_Re_oorts of the First, S=2cond, and Third. Armv Maneuvers for
1339, 19495, and 19341.

57Robert Palmer, K.,R. Gregnfi=ld4, and B.I, Wilev, The
OCrganization of Ground Combat Troons (Washineton: U.S. Government
Printine Cffice, 1947), ». 109.

58Tbid.
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On 3 July 191, a few weeks after the autonomy of the
Alr Forces was regularized bv reorganization, General Head-
quarters (GHQ) under General I,. McMair became resnonsible
for combined air-gsround training.59 The field of resvonsibility
of General bcNair had been outlined earlier when the War
Department G-3, an Air Corns officer, had prevared a memor-
andum llsting six kinds of aviation suoport for ground
troops: (1) close, direct-suvport fire missions on the immed-
iate front of ground troons, (2) air defense of friendly troops
and installations in the combat zone; (3) reconnaissance and
observation, (lj) air attacks against tarcets in hostile rear
areas, (5) support of parachute troons and air infantry, and
(6) 1liaison.®9

Of these items, the first three were to constitute the
substance of the air sunport problem., Thz fourth involved
less coordination between air and ground forces. The others
were to present fewer nroblems. The staze was now set for
an even greiter alr--round test to be held in the fall of 1941.

Confronted with the new air suoport comﬁands, ground
commanders were quick to exoress their dissatisfaction. Their

feelinzs were reinforced by repvorts r=ceived by the “ar Depart-

‘ment G-2 irdicating that the RAF in the 1iddle Rast had con-

spicuously failed to support ~round troops. Tre British had
been disastrously defeated bv Rommel in ths soring of 1941,

and one cause of their weakness was held to be the sevaration

*

59Ibid., p. 100, 6oIbid., vp. 101-102.




19 :

both in training and in combat between the British Army and
the RAF.61

_ Genaral McNair expressed his dissatisfaction with the
air support command. The placing of all suovnort aviation
in "air support commands," he wrote, "is one more stev in
the separation of the air from the rest of the army. 'What
may be the result is hard to »oredict, but it seems quite
unlikely that it will facilitate the interworking of air
and ground."62

In the Sedptember and November maneuvers in Louisiana and

the Carolinas in 19&1, the number of aircraft particinating was
low in provortidn to the number of troons engaged.63 General
Arnold, Chief of the Army Air Forces, notsd several weak-
nesses to include the undue length of communications channels
between the ground commander's request for supnort and its
delivery by the air unit.éu After the maneuvers the Air Force
vigorously insisted on the arrancement of air sun»ort commnands
whereby corps and lover commaniers could reguest but could not
order the corresmonding air supnvort officer to'give su>oort.
The orincivple of air suponrt commands was incornorated in

Field Manual 31-35, published four months later.65

61Ibid., pp. 111-12; Denis Richards and Hilary Saunders,
Roval Air Force 1939-19l5(London: Her Majesty's Stationery
Office, 1954), p. 177.

62paimer, p. 108. 631p14., p. 110.

éL1bid. ©5Ibid., po. 110,+112-1%.
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The problem of combined air-ground trainine was over-
shadowed in 1912 by the U.S. entry into the war and the subse-
quent ranid ex»ansion of the armed forces. In &ritinn about
the failure of the Air Forcss to coonerate in joint training
in 1942, General McNair frsely exdressed his a»n-reciation of
the oroblems trey faced. The decision had be=n mads to emvloy
alr power in Europe on a large scale bafore any extensive emnloy-
ment of cround for‘ces.66 Treir nroblem of exnansinn was stag-
gerine., At the end of 1941 the Air Forces numbered 350,000,
One vear later they rumbered 1,600,000 officers anAd nen.“7

In A-ril 1342, Armv G»ound Forces nublish~d its 19&2‘
nrogram for joint air-erouni trainin~ wrich contemnlated the
training of air forczs as well as groind forces., Thris comnre-
hensive training procram was to be culminated bv joint corns
maneuvers throucghout the remainisr of the vear.68

The Aray Air Forces initially schz2dulad five air sunoort
comnands and 00 aircraft to supvort the maneuvers. Soon,
opriority commitments and o ecial diversion of aircraft severely
limited the number of aircraft orovided for joint training.
Ccmmanders of the 2d and 3d Armies rennrted that the joint

maneuvers had bean inconclusive because of limited narticination

66E.I.‘Wilev, R.R.Palmer, and W.R.Keast, Th=s Procurement and
Training of Ground Combat Troons (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 19L8), op. 15, 21-28.

67Ibid., p. 22.

68Letter~, AGF to CG's, sub: Critioue and Training Directive
for the period 1 June-31 ONctober 1312, dated 23 Anril 19l2,
cited by Greenfield, bp. 9.
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by air units, and then, with only substitute equioment}69

Tests were conducted at Fort Benning in 1942 to study
the problem of identification of friendly cround forces from
the air.7o Howsver, this involved onlv a few troops and aircraft.

A large scale demonstration involving ~ne corps of ground
troops was held at Fort Benning in June for commandsrs and staff
officers of armies, corns, and divisions assembled from all over
the country to show methods and tschniocues of air su»»ort of
ground troops. The viewing officers enlaresd their mowledge,
but they had little ovportunitv to »nut it into »ractice in
the air-ground maneuvers schreduled for that fQIl.71

The trainine value of the demonstration was limited bv
difficulties wvithin the supvnortinc air orsanization. The
organization of the air units for the denonstration was imvneded,
according to tre report of the air coamander, by "numerous
changes in air units assigned, vcor status of training, and
absence or inadequacy of vital equipment."72

General McNair issued a critique in which he declared
that the demonstrations had clearly indicated the need of
further air-ground training., 'hen thre air officer had

sought t» have a declaration made that suovort aviation

696reenfield, ppr. 13-15,

70U.S., War Department, Training Circular 56, Air-Ground
Visual Communications (Washinegton: Jovernment Printing Office,
19 August 19L2), p. 1. ‘

.

Tlwiley, ». L12.

T2Report of the Third Demonstratisn Air Task Force(Prov.)
sub: Air-Ground Demonstration, Ft. Benning, June 11-13, 19&2,
pars. 3, 9a, 9b, cited bv Gre=nfield, »n. 11.
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would not be assigned to, attached to,;dr otherwise plaéed
under tre control of ground commanders, General MgNair.re-
peated the content of FM 31-35: "An air support command is
habitually attached to or supports an army in a theater of
operations."73
The results of the air-ground training under the 1942
training prosram were disavvointirg to ground commandefs.
The program was doomed to fallure in tne absence of airplanes,
equipment, and trained air personnel. General McNair had
hoped that the 19512 traininz prosram wonld vield, besides
trainineg for ground forces, enough joint training t-» »ernit
a revision of tye doctrines formulated irn F¥ 31-35 if
fourd necessary. He was to be disap»ointed. His commanders
reported unanimously that the tests afforded by the man-
euvers wers too irconelusive to warrant changes in FM 31--35.—”“'L
The divisions that went to Africa in November 19l2
had only inecidental trainine with air. Dissatisfaction
with air support in Africa was reportsd in December 1912 by
Brig. Gen. Paul Robinett, Commanding %eneral, Combat Command
B of the 1st Armored Division, operatinz with the British
First Army in Tunisia. General Robinett wrote a mersonal
letter to General iarshall in which he stated that the
Germans knew how to use air support ani that the Americans
did not.75
General McNair, responsible for air-ground training, had

accepted the statements of the :Air Forces for the reason for

T3Greenrield, p.12. TH41bid.,pp.18-19. 75Ibid., p. 19.
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inadequate support. Nevertheless, a fear grew up within the
Army Ground Forces that the subordination of the joint
traininc was due to a system of thought in the Army Air
Forczs in which direct cooveration with zround forces was
re~arded as unimportant and unnecessary. Brig. Gen. William
Lynd, an air officer at General Headquarters, who had drafted
FM 31-35, in writine to General MeNair about the Fort Benning
airfgrouhd demonstratinn in 1942, noted that "for this demon-
stration for which any and svery unit in the country should
have been available, it was necessary to call upon the Navy
in order to obtain even one full squédron of dive bombardment....
Out of the seveﬁty-five alr generals now in the Army, General
Rudoloh and myself wer= the only two present. Although ex-
cellent reasons may be advanced for the absence of all others,
this is actually a true indication of the interest of the air
forces in air support."76

The ovinion exoressed bv General Lynd was strengthened
not only bv the lack of support aviation for the fall maneuv-
ers, but by other indications which confirmed the feeling
that ths need for air-ground traininz was not taken too
seriouslv bv the Air Staff in Washington. For examvole, the
Commanding General of a cavalrv division made an arrangement
with the air commander of a neichboring base to have heavy
bombers fly over ground troops in tralning, with the express

understandine that the bombers would not be diverted for thelr

76Letter, Gen. Lynd to Gen. MeWair, sub: Air-ground
Demonstration, Fort Benning, 19Junel9lh2, cited by Greenfield, p.20.
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own training mission. When he sought approval of this
arrangement throuch Army Ground Forces, the Air Forces with-
held approval on the grounds that the 'heavy bombardment
training program was too intensive to permit any interfer-
ences, "l

Other factors which influenced the opinion of Army
Ground Forces of the lack of cooveration from the Air Forces
was the resentment over accressiveness of the Air Forces in
pressing the advantaces given it bv preferential vnolicies,
particularly in the assignment of high quality versonnel,
recriitmeant of personnel from the army ranks for flying
training, and the atteunpt by trhe Air Forces to prevent
inclusion of organic observation aircraft in field artillery
units.78

In summary, the impression was that the Army Air Forces
was movine away from any volicy of close cooperation with the

ground forces.

1
7Third Indorsement, Army Air Forces, 5 Dec 1942, on

letter of 1st Cav. Division, 6 Nov 1942, sub: Air-ground
Training, cited by Greenfield, o. 21.

78Wiley, pp. 15, 21-28; Greenfield, p. 21.




CHAPTER II
NORTH AFRICA

Torch

The first Amsrican soldiers going into action in the
Buropean lTheater waded through the surf to the beaches of
Africa before dawn on 8 November 19l,2. Allied strategy
called for Opzsration TCRCH, as the landing was called, to
effect the seizure of French dediterranean territories in
Africa so as to safeguard suo»ly lines through Gibraltar,
hasten the downfall of fommsl's frrces being driven out
of Egypt by General Montgomery's 8th Armv, and to hel»
relieve the pressure on the Russians w-o were soon to be
engaged in the defense of Stalingrad.l

Tre invasion plan called for three task forces comnosed
of British and American troons to land at Casablanca, Oran,
and Algiers. General Eisenhower, as comnandar of Allied Forces
Headquarters, was to be supreme commander. Lt. Gen. Kenneth
Anderson (British) was to be in co-mand of the British ground
forces., It was dlanned that the American t-oovs at Casablanca

and Oran would link up and then 7uari the border of S»nanish

1Gen.D.D. Eisenhover, Crusade in Burope (Nsw York: Doubledav
* Co., 1952), pp. L49-94; C.%G.S.C. Library, 9l0.5L23, "The War
In North Africa," orevared for use at USMA by the Dent. of MA%E,
1351, Part 2., Trs discussion of TCRCK in this paragraph and those
that follow 1s taken from these two referasnces excent where
specific r=ferences are indicated.
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Morocco to prevent interference by Franco or the Nazis from
that direction. General Anderson's forces landing at Algiers
would push east to Tunisia to eventually link up'with Genersal
Montgomery. (See Figurs 1.)

General Eisenhowsr hajd wanted a single air force commander,
but he was érevailed upon by the arguments of the airmen that
because the projected use of the U.S., and British Air Forces
involved such a wide geocraphic disversion, a unified command
would be impractical. The air plan called for two separate
urits. These commands were seoarate.as to tasks, nationalities,
and ar=as of responsibilitvy and overations, corresponding in
general to the projected division of the ground forczs--that ig,
the British in Tunisia and the Americans in Morocco. Both were
to be directly rzsponsible to General Eisenhower. The 12th
Aif Force under Brig. Gen. James Doolittle, and the RAF Eastern
Air Command under Air Marshgl William Welsh, would provide the
requisite air suoport for their resvective national forces,

To coordinate the two air forces, an assistant and deputy
assistant chief of staff for air were included in Eisenhower's
staff. In General Eisenhower's view, the resoonsibilities of
reinforcing one commard from another as need arose, of concen=
trating air strength in certain parts when necessary, and of

1hsuring centralized direction and control lav with him.z

2W.F.Craven % J.L.Cate, Army Alr Forces in World War II

Vol. II:Europe-Torch to Pointblank(Chicaro: U. of Chiecago Press,
1949), p. 53, hereafter referred to as AAF, II; C.%G.S.C.Archives,

Hereafter referred to as CG3SCA, S7290, Commander in Chief(Eisenhower),

"Report on Operation TORCH"(S), 1943,
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The 12th Air .Force, comorised -“rinci»nally of units »rev-
iously designafed for the general nurosose of cross-Channel
invasion, was histily assembled from Ensland and z2lsewhere.
It vas dependsnt upon the B8th Ai» Force in Encland for a
considerable portion of its loristical sudvort. This sunnort
was orovided with some reluctance beceuse it detracted from
the orimary mission of the Rth Air Fowrce; that is, the test
of the theory of 4arlisht »recision bmbinn of Germanv.3

The lzth Air Suvnport Command, aptivated 2s 3 subo~dinate
unit of the 12th Air Forca, would orovide the direct suovort
for the Ansrican Western lask Force landirc at Casablanca.

Th

W

remainder'cf the 1lzth Air Force wuld wrovide su»nnort
for the Center Task Forcz landing at Cran. Bnth air‘units
would be dir=sctly resmonsible to the ground commanders of
th: resvactive task forces until after the actual landines.
After the invasio-, General Doolittle would take command of
both air units and await Eisenhower's directive for the
further emnloyment of the 12th Air Force.u

Initially, 2ir suvvort for the invadine forces would be
orovided by carrier based naval air craft. As airfields were
seized, Alr Force aircraft would be launched from aircraft
carriers and flown in from Gibraltar and England.

Air supnort parties were scheduled to lani with both*

3aAF, 11, p. S1.

uGeorge F. Yowe, Northwest, Africa: Seizine the Initiative
in the West (Washineton: Governm=nt >rinting Office, 1957),
p. 37; AAF, II, p. Sh.




29
American task forces. The landing at Casablanca was furnished
with three air sunvort parties, each consisting Qf one officer
and nine enlisted men, eqguaipped with twn V= radios for commun-
ications with air headnuarters and with» a__w'.r'craft.5 In addition,
each battalion, regiment, and division headmarters was fur-
nished a VHF radio to contact airecraft carriers for naval air
sunnort,

For the Center Task Force, the 12th Air Forcz furnished
an air suoport control to be set un in ths vicinitvy of Center
Task Force headauarters. Air suonort varties weres furnish=A4
to division headquarters and t-~ smaller units with senarate
missions.7

The role of the 12th Air Force in ths agsault nhase of
the TORCH Operation was a minor one, ©Naval aircraft had
provided ths initial air suvport, Several davs ensued before
the transfer of the Air Force aircraft from %ibraltar and from

naval carriers to bases could be comnlataAd, Mlvy

a few Arav Air Fo-ce planss engaced gnv targets.8

TUNTISTAN CAMPATGN
The weeks followin~ the irnvasion wer~ gnent i- consolidation.

The British asseibled their forces a=d initiated the drive

SCGSCA, 1038-G, 12th ASC, "Sienal Communications ®lan,"
Operation Torch, 9 October 19l2.

ChSCA, 6189, Renort of Col. W. Roner, 22 December 19112,

7 -
CASCA, 11291, Annex 7, Torch Oneration Field Crder,

Ha., 1lst Inf. Div., 17 Novamber 19,2,

8
AAR, 11, 67,
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eastward to Tunisia, 1Its logistical buildup was hamnéred by a
shortage of transportation, gasoline, and sunnlies, the inad-
equate }oad nats, the tremendﬁus distances invol#ed, and per-
sistent enemy air attacks on norts, airfields and sround forces.9

By 21 November, the 12th Air Force and the 12th Air Sunport
Coﬁmand had been released from control of the task forcs commanderss
and General Doolittle assumed control of the two air units.lo
On 2, November, Combat Commani B of the 1lst Armored Division
Wwas sent eastward to join the British in the race for Tunis.
Elements of the 12th Air Force were also moved eastward to
assist in the air battle.l!

A small French force and an American oarachute batallion
were operating over a wide front on the southern flank of the
British, Most of the missions flown bv the American air units
operating in their area were flown in sunport of the British
along the coast., Occasional missiosns were flown in support
of the French and American ground units. The fighters of this
air element, which consisted of four fighter sguadrons and one
light bomber squadron, were generally concerned with éscorting

bombers and oroviding reconnaissance rather than other forms

of close support.12

9Howe, pp. 320, 335.

10ysg., Allied Force Adv. Hq. to CG's, CTF, WTF, Li3,
23 Nov 192, cited by AAF, II, pp. 83-lL.
ll"The Yar in North Africa," p. 19.

12Air University Archives, hereafter referred to as AUA,
Armv Air Forces Reference History No. 1l (AAFRH-1l), "The Twelfth
Air Force in the North African Winter Camoaign," p. 69,
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By 30 Yovember the drive to Tunisia was halted dﬁe to
a rapid builduv of German forces in Tunisia, poor weather,
and effectlive enemy air action against the advanﬁing columns.,
The eastern Air Command supportine the British ground forces
could do little to remedy the situation., Its medium and heavy
bombers kept hitting the airfields and seanorts through which
the Germans were receiving their reinforcements, but it could
not keep enough fighter squadrons in the air or base them near
enough to the area of ground conbat to counter the German air
strength. The Germans, with their shorter lines of commun-
ications from Sicily and Italy, had simoly built un faster than
the British,13

General Anderson believed that enemy air action was
"almost entirely" resosonsible for the bogeing down of his
force and that hlis own alr forces could not counter the
German air attacks on his troops because of "geogranshical
reasons.” The Germans had fro»nt lire air suvperiority,
superiority where 1t counted most at t-is time. Anderson's
ports and forward airfields were rspeatedly bombed, forcing
t-e ai» forces to move a portion of their bombers to rearward
fields -away from the few forward crowd=d fi=lds. General
Elsenhower, fearful of the dancer to his ports from German
air ralds, had to keep fighter squadrons in the rear area to

protect them.l,+

13gowe, p. 308; AAF, II, 88-89.
LhpppRE-1l, pp. 28, 43, 126; Howe, p. 355,
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ATR OPZRATIONS IN TUVISTA

The fallure of the Allied drive on Tunis and the
failure to gainvair superiority in November caused serious
concern to the Allied conmanders., The difficulty in con-
ducting successful air overations resulted from several
factors. The army and air forces workzd with precarious
communications and no reserve sunplies. General Anderson's
forward troops were subject to persistent dive bombing by the
Ju-87, the Stuka, which had already been shown to be obsoles-
cent by the RAF in Egypot. The inabilitv to drive the Stuka
from the sky lay in the lack of forward airdromes.l5

Ihe Germans possessed numerous all-weather fields in
Tunisia in addition t- fields nearby in Sicily and Sardinia,
The »lains area which tre Germans occunied iIn Tunisia had
large areas usable as landing ar-unds without prevaration.
Thé Stuxas wers based barely a score of miles from the front,
and since the plane was light, thev were able to land in
open fields just beyond tre range of Allied artillary.

German calls for support were mads in tre clear and answered
within five to ten minutes.

The Allied air forces possessed only three forward air-
fields, 150, 120, and 70 miles from the front. Two of the
fields were constantly mudded. From the nearest airfield,
the Spitfires, with'their ninety mile radius, could only

ramain over the battle area for five to ten minutes. The

»

15087, 11, p. 89.

16Ibid.; CGSCA, 1683, Revort on air-ground support in

Africa by Col. Henry Dexter, 11 June 19)}3, hereafter referred
+An ac Navtan [nerhone +tha mact Aanmmrahenaeive rannrt on Africa).
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German Alr Force had only to opull back and wait until'

the Spitfires departed to resume their work. The P-38's
possessed adequate range but they were mostly committed

to coastal and shipoins protection. The Gsrmans were con=-
sistently enjoying numerical suvperiority at the front, By
3 December, General Eisenhowsr estimated that th= weicht of
the Allisd bomber force was not enouech to knock out the
enemy air power on its airfields. B-17s8 were overating

at near their maximum range. Supply and maintenance was
chaotic. Headquarters were disvesrssd over hundreds of miles
with only apvalling communrications to connect trem. The
distance from Aigiers to Turis which Arnderson had to cover
was hOO miles with only one railroad and very inadeauate

roads over which he could suvport his drive.17

12th AIR SUPPORT COMMAND AND 24 CORPS ENTER TUNISIA
In early January, units of the U.S. 24 Corps under
General Fredendall becan moving eastward from Moroceco to
particinate in the Tunisian Campaign. On 10 January, 1l2th
Air Support Command, already stationed on the southern flank

of the Allied 1line, was designated as the air force contingent

171v1d., pp. 86, 106, 119; General Anderson stated that
the air strength in the forward area was insufficient because
the ailr officer had to meet naval denands for nrotection which
keot him in Alciers and therebv unable to work closely with
him in Tunisia. Also, thes air communications net was not
operational urntil 23 Kovenber.(Gen. Anderson, "Operations in
NW Afrieca from 8 Nov 1942 to 13 May 1943," Supplement to the
London Gazette, 5 ¥ov 1946, pp. 5l151-52. The sguadrons over-
ating in the forward aresa d4id not have a single revdair unit
with them (Richards % Seunders, p. 255).
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for General Fredendall's 24 Corps.18 (See Figure 2.)

When 24 Corvs moved to Tunisia, 12th Air Sun»nort Command
consisted of two understrsngth squadrons of the 33d Fighter
Grouo and the Li7th Bombardment Group. The air commander
considered thes L,7th poorly trained in all resvscts and recom-
mended it be withdrawn, He also concluded that he d4id not
have enough air »ower to psrform his mission., Corsequertly,
for te next two weeks the 12th Air Suvvort Command was rela-
tively inactive except for repelling constart raids on its
fields.19

Ever since the A-glo-American advance had been halted
in November by Heavy enemy ailr atticks, ground commanders
maije repeated demands for protection from enemy air attacks.
Havins seen thelr men continually bombed, havinz seen this
bombing perfectly coordinated with tank and infantry attacks,
and havine seen few friendly »nlanes come to their rescue,
front line commanders were inclined to censure the air forces,20

When 24 Corps forces moved irto the area and were subject
to enemvy alir attacks, they jolned in the cry for more protectior.
As General Eisenhower later »ointed out, the troops were inex-
perienced, and inadequately supnpli=d with lizght antiaircraft
weapons, and the Stuka was a terrifvine if not terribly eff-

”~
ective weanon.2l

18par, 11, 112.

Yiuse., craig to CG 12th AP, 816 and 1159, 9 and 11 Jan
1943, cited by AAF,II, oo. 138-41.

20ppp, 11, 142. “lEisenhower, p. 120.
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Division commanders wer= later to redort that losses from
Stukas were greatly diminished as the troons bscame mors exper-
ienced éhd equipped with adequate antiaircraft Qrtillery.
Hovever, the Stukas, at this time, were very numerous and
very active.22

Air attacks, or th=s threat of attacks, were effective in
neutralizing the trooos for the »n2riod of the attack and for
a veriod thereafter dspmending on the combat experisnce of the
trooos. As an examnle, early in Februarv it was nscessary to
move a battalion of the 168th Infantrv bv davlicht bv motor.
German dive bombers almost immediately attanked the column
causing severe casualties. U.S. Spitfires came to helv; but
their fields were mores 1istant than the Germans; and so they
were only able to stay in the ar=a for a few minutes. The
German planes would outwait the Spitfires and then return to
resume the attack. An estimated six German planes were success-

ful in kee»ing this battalion out of action all dav.23

DETERIORATING U.S. ATR STTUATION
The oroblems fac2d bv the British Tastern Air Command in
furnishing air support for the 1lst Army 1n November and December
were also to nlague the 12th Air Suovort Command and 12th Air
Force when 2d Corps moved to Tunisia.

General Doolittle renorted in December that 75% of the

22pexter, po. 16-17, 27.

23puA, 650-101B, Revorts of Staff Meeings, Hg., 12th Air
Force, for December 19)2; AAF, II, p. 116; Howe, p. 397.
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personnel in the 12th Air Force wesre untra‘ned or onlﬁ‘nar-
tially trained, especially signal units. Communfcations,
airfield construction, and transportation wers serious bottle-
necks. Bescause of a lack of forward airfields, he estimated
that only a third of his aircraft could be effectively emploved
against the enemy. He also comnlained that two separate and
different air organizations could not hone to onserate effectively
without a single comrnander.zlL

Those Army Air Force units suonorting Eastern Air €ommand
in November and December could not be controlled by the
British air commander because of serious communications diff-
iculties. Consequently, thev were on occasion under ov-rational
control of General Anderson's 1lst Army. However, lst Army
did not order air sunport missions from the American units,
but rather, it requested them.25
The effectiveness of the American air units overating in
Tunisia in Novembzar and December was hampn~regd by a2 lack of
proper logzistical suposort and bv noor airfields. Airfield
construction encineers were nowhers neaf adequate. The
shortaze of motor transoort was serious. There were insuf-
ficient spare parts, no reoslacement aircraft, and no reslace-
ment personnel. In a short time attrition was rreater than

50%. Antiaircraft units for protection of airfields were

2LFAUA, 650-101B, Renorts of Staff Meetinegs, Hg. 12th
Air Force, for December 1042; AAF TI, 126.

25AUA, Cavt. H.A. Radetsky, "Historv of the 15th Rombardment
Sgquadron," n.d., p. 3; AAF, II, 107.
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inadequate. The number of ground troovs to protect the air-
fields from German paratrooner raiders was insufficient. All

of these factors began to take their toll on the Allied air

effort.26
Perhaps the zreatest deficierncy was the absence of radar

and sigral units to operate a fighter co»trol center. These
were necessary for offensive air action. Consequentlv, consid-
erable effort had to be exoended on air vatrols to onrotect
airfields.27

In addition, centralized control of the German air units
operating in Libysg with Rommzl and those ovpposinc the Allies
in Tanisia had been established in earlvy December., The units
previously suvporting Rommel against Monteomery were now avail-
able for use in Tunisia. The slightly better German olanes and
more experienced German pilotsgs had an initigl advantaze., Twelfth
Air Support Command suffered heavy losses trylng to cover its
wide front.28

REORGANIZATION

The intermingling of British, Frerch, and Am=srican ground

and alir units compounded the need for centralized control.

20,5a, 1lth Fighter Group was assiemed to 12th ASC in early
January. By 27 Jan it was disbanded and 38 pilots returned to U.S.
(Opn. Rpt. 1llith F.G.). The 33d F.G. lacked tools,parts, lights
- for night repair work, On 2 Dec it had 71 operational aircraft.
By 1l Jan it had only 30 overational.(Opn Rpt, 334 F.G.) See
also problems of airfield construction and lack of orzanized
engineer effort in "Airdroms Construction in North Africa," by
Brig. Gen. Davidson, AIR FORCE, Aug L3, pp. 1l-16, 21.

2TsaF, II, pp. 1l43-Ll; 334 F.G. Opns Rot., Feb 1943; 3lst
F.G., Opns Rpt., Feb 1943,

28par, 11, p. 1bL.
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Because the French refused to serve under a British cbmmander,
General Eisenhowsr moved to Tunisia to c-ntrol the battle now
bozged down in the muddiest winter in vears. Iﬁ January,
General Eisenhower found that he was unable to control the
battle because of difficulties with communications, and so,
he turned over control of all ground and suovorting air units
to Gensral Anderson, This was the first time that the French
had agreed to serve under a Eritish commander. Gensral Anderson's
air supvort would be »nrovided bv the 242 Group, a subordinate
unit of the Bastern Air Commard, and 12th Air Supvort Command.
Both air units were to be under the control of G=sneral Kuter
of the U.S. Air Forces. An examnle of the problem facing
General Anderson in controlling his combined force was the fact
that it took him four days travelling over a3 distance of 1,000
miles to visit his corvs commanders.29

This measure was only a temporary one pending the imple-
mentation of another plan slready agreed uvon at the Casablanca
conference of Roosevelt and Churchill in January.Bo General
Arnold had long advocated the naning of General Spaatz (U.S.)
as the commander of the Allled Air Forces iﬁ the European
Theater of Operations, the princival mission of which would
be the bombinz offensive arainst Germany. On 19 November 19&2
the Eritish had »roposed that Air Marshal Te-ider, Commander of

RAF, Middile East, be named as combined alr commander in the

29Anderson, "Operations in NW Africa from 8Novh2 to 13Mayh3."

BOAAF,II, pp. 60-66, 106-17.
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Mediterranean., Eisenhower deferred. Ther, desplte British
protest, he named General Spaatz as his devuty for air on
3 December. General Spaatz's chief duty was the coordination
of the 12th Alr Force and the Eastern Air Command, the duty
which had been the responsibility of General Eisenhower's
assistant and deoutv assistant G-3 for air.31

General Spaatz immediately switched the heavv bomber
effort fron airfields t~ oorts, ordained s~me rest for the
air forces, 2md establish=d a rourh division of resvonsibility
between Eastern Air Command and the 12th Ailr Force.32

In preparation for the commitment of 24 Corns alongside
the British in Tunisia, General Eiserhower named General Spaatz
to head the Allied Air Force on li January. With this, General
Spaatz commanded the Eastern Air Comnand and the l2th Air Force.
The weakness of this organization was the failure to provide
for the coordination between the air suvvort units, namely
the 12th Air Support Command and 2L2 Group.-33

A week later, President Roosevelt and Prime Yinister
Churchill met at Casablanca. There it was <“ecided to estab~
lish an over-all alr command unier Air iarshal Tedder.
Within this ailr comnand would be established the Northwest
African Air Force(NWAAF) consisting of a bomber force, a |
coastal force for Hort and shipping orotectisn, ard a tactiecal

air force to provide supoort for oround forces. This latter

organization would be under Air Marshal Co=ningham.

3l1bi4., pp. 53, 106-109. 21bid., 108.

331bid., po. 112-15.
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General Alexander was named over-all commander of ;11'the
ground forces closing in on Tinisia. Air Marshal €eningham
was to work with General Alexander and control th= three air
detachments cooperatinc with the British 1lst and 8th Armies

and the U.S. 24 Corps.Bu (See Fipure 3,

12th AIR SUPPORT COMMAND AND 24 CORPS

On 10 January, 1l2th Air Support Command was designated
to provide air support for the 24 Corps now assembling on the
southern flank of the British and Frénch forces., The 12th
Air Suypport Cormand consisted of two understrength sguadrons
of the 334 Fichter Group and the l{7th Bombardment Group.
On 11 January ths commander of the 12th Air Suvport CommanAd »
concluded that he did not have eroush air vower t» verform
his mission., General Doolittle a-mroved his plan ﬁo conserve
his strénqth. During the period from 8 to 18 January, 12th
Air Supnort Command was rslatively inactive exnent fHr rormal
reconnaissance and repellin~ constant raids on its fields;35

Cn 21 January, as menrtioned earlier, Gen~ral Eisernhower,
unable to contrcl the battle, turned control of all ground and
supportin- air over to General Anderson, Because collaboration
by air forces was faultyv to date due particularly to the absence
of an advanced air headquartsrs, General Kuter (U.S.) was aopointed

as the Allied Air Supvort Commanier for the entire front, to

3b1b14., op. 60-66, 106-17.

35Msgs., Craig to CG 12th Air Force, 815 and 1159
cited by 4AF, II, 138, .
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control 2Ij2 Grouo and 12th Air Supvort Command. His command
was in opsration by 25 January.36

The first controlled air acti~n was corducted in suoport
of Combat Comnani B on 23 January. The Chiéf of Staff, 2d Coros
described the difficulty in setting it ur: "It took 2 lot of
hell raisineg with everyone from General Craig down, But it
worked after a fashién."37

By 26 January, 12th Air Suv»ort Command had been built up
to 110 aircraft. However, most of these units operated under
handicans of ~ne sort or another. The training status of
the bombardment grouv was previously mentioned. Part of the
force consisted of French pnilots who had had pitifully inade-
quate traini-~g. The 334 Fighter ZGroup co114 only keen one
half of its planes onsrational. The newly assigned 8lst Group
had lost its commander and had no staff.38

Lacking any offensive radar coverage, 12th Air Supvort
Command was hard oressed to carry out its mission and con-
tinued to suffer heavy losses. The logistical and revlacement
situation continued to deteriorate.39

During the few weecks before tre German attack at
Kasserine, American and British reinforcements moved forward
and plans were made for a3 maior offensive which wo1ld be
mounted in the Tebessa-Kasserine area to seize Gabes and Sfax.

This offensive if successful wruld cut off Rommel's forces

6 .
3 Lt.Gen. L.X.Truscott, Command Missions(New York: EP Dutton
% Co., 1954), p. 136.

371bid., 0.138. 38aar,17,241. 3%1bia., pp. 143, 153.
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opposing the 8th Army. The weather situation was imoroving,
put it would be difficult to find the trooos for thé operation,
ard even more difficult to supply them over the voor roads and
great distances involved.uo (See Figure l.)

The air reorganization took »lace on 18 February, in the
midst of the Gzrman attick on Kasserine. The Germans, attacking
with four armored divisions i» conjunction with a heavy con-
cantration of supporting air attacks, oushed back elements
of thre lst‘Armored Division which was thinly s»nread over a
front of fifty miles. The ground attack was halted by 22
February.ul

The records are silent on how the Air Support Command
and 24 Corps coordin:ted their comhined oneratinsons and how
Air Support Parties functioned durine this period. There
is one revort that an alr savoort party established contact
with »nlanes in fli~ht to advise them trat the tarret had
moved from iﬁs oriziral vositinn and helved the pilots to
disting:ish friendly from hostile t nvs.l2

The G~3 Alr of the 1lst Armored Division stated that
on 9 Februarv he requested daily reconnaissarce of the Faid
Pass areato discover indications of enemy intentions. No
reoorts were ever received bv the Division. On 1l February,

the Germans attacked through the pass where thev had been

uO"The War in North Africa," p.23. ullbid.
uzDexter, p.25. '
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assembling since 8 February.h3

The Army historian 6f this »eriod concluded‘that the "air-grouqc
coordination was still below expectations. The Axis dominance
in the air was so great that training in alrcraft identification
seemed fruitless....Alr Reconnaissance had given too 1little
help to ths forward elements. Air bombing missions were exe-
cuted too slowly to influence most current battle situations.

. . . . \ ‘ )
Tactical air suomort was still in short suoply."*u

ATR SUPPORT A¥TER REORGAMTZATION

After Kasserine, Air Marshal Coningham set about reorgan-
izing his new command. To assist 12th Air Suvport Command,
“which had no radar, radar was to be orovided. Amorooriate
equipment and units as well as additional signal units were
attachsd on 9 March. Twelfth AirFSuonort Command was directed
to set un a fighter operations room with ap - rooriate commun-
ications to control counter-air activity. These same defic-
iencies in 2l12 Group were also to be corrected to bring these
two uhits up to the standards of the successful Desert Air
Force which Air Marshal Coningham had commanded in supvport
of General Montgomery's B8th Ar'my.h'5 |

Reinforcements were to be rushed from the U.S. and
England to replace the alr losses and to counter the superior
German fighters. The 33d Fighter Groud, which had been with-

drawn for rest and recuperation on 11 February, returned in

h3Dexter, p. 9; Howe, ». L0b. h'h'Howe, . 1181,

uSCGSCA, 606, XII ASC, Report of Overations, 9 April 1943,
p. 18; AAF, II, op. 168=69, v
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March., Whereas in January this unit had averaged onlj thirty
overational aircraft per day, it was to average\seventy-three
per day in March and eizhty-three ver day in A»ril, Cther
units were similarly reinforced. T1h~ practice of using
reconnaissance squadrons for orfensive action was halted.
Pilots were to be tralned as observers. This was designed
to help correct the main weakness of tactical reconnaissanece.
Photographic planss, howsver, were not recelved until near
the end of the campaizn. Thirteen airfields for the forward
areca wer= giver high construction oriority as the airfield
construction units were finally =oved from Morocco and
were effeciently or-’».{a*n‘.zed.)“'6

General Patton, who now commandsd 24 Corns, renswed the
attack in mid-March. Attack and tactical reconnalssance
missions were kept to a minimum by Air Marshal Coningham's
instructions while the bulk of the ficghter squadrons were
used to escort bomber missions. With the newly installed
radar, 1l2th Air Supoort Command vas beginnins to exnloit its
now numsrical superiority. Umbrellas to protect frierdly
troops were to be used only if enemy attacks were persistent.u7

As Allled ailr and sround numericial sureriority increacsed
and the German lines were pushed back on 311 sides toward Tunis,

all aircraft in Tunisia, including those with General Montgomery,

6
h CGSCA, 3497, General Operational Directive, NWATAF,
20 Feb 19,3; AAFP, II, 168-69.

+

u7CGSQA, 6046, XII ASC, Revort of Onerations, ovp.l1-9;
AAF, II, 168-72.
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were now within range of any tarcet inbthe German sector., By
the end of April German fighters were seeking the ecomparative
safety of Sicily. The end #as near at hand. (Sée Ficures 5 and 6.)

When General Patton resumed the offensive in March, the
forward echelon of 12th Air Suvvport Command was locaﬁed with
his headquarters, serving as an air suovort partv. Air
supoort varties were also assigned to each division. Wo
permanent assignment of ground liaison officers was mads to
air units. Instead, a ground officer from the unit to be
suoported would call 2t the air unit to brief pilots if time
per-m:'n:ted.)'|'8

Mission regquests were passed from air suvport »arties
at divisions to 12th Air Su»nort Command. Cor»s had no
filtering function., Planned missions were organized durine
‘the evening preceding the dav of execution., Missions desired
by the ground troops, either reconnaissance or combat, were
considared at this time. Air now had the prerosative of
declining these requests in contrast with the volicy under
FM 31-35 where the ground commander could ordef 2 mission
flown. Tmerzency missions or calls on targets of ovpportunity
were granted if deemed suitable and aircraft were available,
This was rare since »lans called for employmsnt of all aircraft
every day. It was possible to divert a prevlaﬁned mission

although observers reiorted that there were no records of such

48cosca, 1669, VIIT ASC, "Air Operations in Sudbport of
Ground Forces," op. 11-13,
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an occurrence, During this time, air cenerally decliﬁed to
attack small targets or targets within artillerv I‘anr;:e.)‘Lg

Pilots were forbidden t»n talk with ~rouni forces while
in flieht, which hamoerz:d exchange of intelligencz. Instead,
A-2's debriasfed pnilots and forwarded the informatisn through
channels, Recause of the resultant namber of heaimiarters
through which the message had to be nassed, the information
usually arrived too late to be of anv value, Pilots had
been noorly trainsd to eonduact taet’eal reconnaissance. No
reconnaissance flights were directlv available to a zround
commander. Twelfth Air Sunnort Command had g verv limited
air vhoto canaﬂilitv and no nizht raconnaissancs canability
whereas both the Germans and RAF flew night reconnaissance.so

The Commandine Ganeral of the 3.ith Division renorted
that he never recsived a nhoto within 2l hours of the
request. General Allen, 1lst Division commander, stated
that in six months of onerationsg he had orlv once receiv-=d
ohotos vrior to jumnine off in an attaclt. "When General
Timb=rlake, Air‘Marshal Teddsr's Onerations Officer was
asked if the Photogranhic Wing at that headnuartsers could be
used to provide shotos for ground trooos, he renlisd that it
vas for "strategic'" photogranhic missions onlv. "hen prints
wer~ mais. availible to 24 Carns thev could onlv be rsoroduced

uQCGSCA. 1755, Report of Maj. Gen. W, Walke-, 30 June 1.3,
p. l.; Dexter, Section IV.

’

0

Dexter, ov. 7, 12; VIII ASC, "Air Onerations in Suonort
of Ground Forces," pn. 2i4-29; XIT ASC, "Renort of Onerations,"
ppo 1-90 .




52
in quantity at Oran, 750 miles awav., However, the walls of
the headjuarters of the lj7th Bombardment Groun of the 12th
Air Supnort Command were covered with pictures of air strikes.
Tactical reconnaissance ani nhotography had low Driority.sl
In early April, 24 Coros was shifted to the north flank
of 1lst Army, alone t-e coast. General Omnar Bradley took

over command ‘r-m General Patton., W-ile tre Desert Air

Force remained in suvvort of 8th Army, 12th Air Su»vort

both units were desi~natsd to orovide sup»ort for lst Army.
All requests for air were to be forwarded to Army and
not to 2h2 Groﬁp. Twelfth Air Support Command ke»t cnly a
liaison officer at Zd4d Corvs feadquarters. The majority
of missions were flown on thes initistive of air and took
the foram of attacks on enemy troovos and positions in the
path of trh2 ground forces rather than close co-overation
with tre groand forces. Wrile in 24 Corps the ground
acti-n was decentralized down to division, cortrol of the air
had been centralized up to Armv. Conseque-~tly, cooperative
planning for soecific attacks by particivatirs air and ground
commanders was i.mossible.52
Onz problem which persisted throuchout most of the
North African campaign was the Aifficulty of identifvine
friendly aircraft. Ground troovs had had 1little or no actual

experiences in air-ground overations and recosnition »rior to

5l1pid. 52Dexter, oar. B87; Howe, 672,
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to movement overseas. Wind, haze, sun, and s»eed of éircraft
complicated the problem of identification. Due to enemv air
superiority in the earlvy stages, troovs were quick to fire
at any aircraft flying overhead. Conse-uently, many friendly
aircraft were damared o» shot down by friendly fire. General
Patton finally issued emphatic orders thaﬁ only "exnerts"
at identification could oven fire after positive identification.
All others would withold fire until actually attacked.53
Allied aircraft were also guiltv of attackine friendly
troops. However, as one observer »nut it, due to the infre-
quency of close supoort missions, the instances where friendly

air attacked ground troops were fortunatelv I‘ew.slL

LESSONS LEARNED

Tunisian exneriences left the ground and air commanders
in disagresment on the vnrover relationshio of air and ground
units., Alr was satisfi=sd with t»= newly won centralized
control of air and the removal of air units from gfound
corntrol. Air commanders now had the final décision on wvhether
or not a mission would be ordered, Arcument centesred over the
relative im»nortance of tarcets and missions. With the shar»nly
increased number of allied aircraft and their imnroved overating
efficiency, air superiority was obtained} and the quesgtion of
"air umbrellas" assumed less impnortance, Ground commanders

sought the kind of air suvport hich General *onteomerv had

53 '
Dexter, var. 87. SuIbid.,Dar. 10l ; AAFRH-1l, o. 186.
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recelved in the brilliant air-ground operations at El Alemein
and El Hamma; that is, the use of air for neutralizing enemy
fire, harassing, covering friendlv ground movements, and timely
reconnaissance and intelligence. Unable to get this tyme
support by the "request" method thev desired that svecific

alr be allocated to them., Recognizing that centralizzd

control of air was best during inactive »eriods or on inactive

fronts, they fslt that if the air supvort is to provide max-
imum aid, it should be coordinated with the rround attick.
They felt that the detailed :lans for the air varticivation
must be made at and by tre ground headauartars actually
planning the detalls of the ground attack. This would fre-
quently be at corps and division. Commanders also felt that
provisions must be available for rapid handling of emergency
requests and for guidineg the aircraft onto the target from
ths ground. They proposed that a division revnresented a big
investment in men and materiel, and a failurs to provide all
available support so as to srevsnt losses was thorught to be
a faulty principle.55
General Kuter, now Air Marshal Coningham's de»uty,
outlin:d in a letter to Géneral Arnold, Chief of Armv Air
Forces, the air point of view. General Yuter stated that
durine the veriod November 1942 throush Februarv 1913,
failure to achievs success in fichting in the air, on the

ground, and in concert was due to a considerable extent to

SSHove, 5. 672; Dexter, po. 32-33.
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the unsound air-ground organization and its effect on air
support'operations. In consequence, a sweeping»feorientation
and reorganization of the air effort had been necessary.
"A satisfactory degree of success in battle by both air and
ground forces had resulted."56

General Kuter went on to 1list deficiencles within air
force orcanization; but his emphasis was on the voint that
despite Allied over-all superiority in numbsrs of aircraft,
"the baslc underlying cause of the ineffectiveness of air
supoort operations was...[ihaé] too much aviation was avall-
able to ground forces for direct suopport missions even in
periods of inadtivity and not enouch was available for use
in attaining air superiority."57

The conflict of opinion between air andkground cormmanders
could not be resolved except by a more comprehensive avproach
to tactics than either ground or air officers were in the
habit of emdloying, and remained to be worked out in sub-

sequent morths when Allied alr resources were more plentiful.

56CGSCA, 270, Letter, Bric. Gen. L.S. Kuter to C.G.,
AAF, 12 May 1943, hereafter referred to as Kuter.

57Ibid.




CHAPTER III

AIR-GROUND TRAINING AND REVISION CF ARMY AIR FORCES
DOCTRINE AND ORGANIZATION IN 1943
Alr-Ground Training

While the Allied forces were engaged in the final phases
of the struggle in Africa, ground forces were being prepared
for eventual commitment to the Mediterranean and Furopean
Theaters. General McNair was busily engaged in directing the
training and organization of the newly formed forces,
Sweeping changes were taking place to take advantage of the
mobility and fire power which scientific and mechanical
progress had put within the reach of the Army. 1In the
development of new speclalties of ground combat, and theif
integration into the battle team, he had shown himself a
firm advocate of the principles of flexibilify and the
massing of force. Throughout, he continually insisted that
all of the arms be welded into a team. And to insurs that
all of the arms dild become part of the team, he insisted that
they must have experience working together in the field.l
General McNair had bent all of his energles on extending the

]

actual cooperation of the combined arms, ineluding the air arm,

lgreenfield, pp. 29-30; For a report of training, see
Palmer, The Procurement and Training of Ground Combat Troops.

56
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which resulted in the combined field maneuvers of 19h1Aand 1942,

He was to continue with this concept in 1943,

In 19h3, both air and ground forces had an advantage which
they had not previously enjoyed. This was the experiences of
American forces engaged in combat. Unfortunately, the reports
of these experiences did not bring the parties into closer
harmony. Instead, they tended to emphasize the divergent
points of view. The diversity was to increase during ths year.

In February 19li3, General McNair expressed the Army
view that close-in supvport should be emphasized in joint
training because it wa: the form of cooperation that was the
hardest to learﬁ. He stated that close-in tarsets of oppor-
tunity "may not have the same importance or zeneral application
as plammed tarzets designed to 'isolate the battlefleld,!' but
they arz the most difficult to coordinate andattack, If
close-in targets of opportunity can be attacked with air-ground
coordination, planned distant missions offer no particular
problem."2

In late 1942 the Army Air Forces requested, and the War
Department ordered,a joint board of air and ground officers
to reconsider current doctrine in the light of experience,
notwithstanding the reports of all the responsible Army
Ground Force commanders that the test of doctrine afforded

by the air-ground maneuvers of 1942 were inconclusive. Known

2AGF memo for Chief of Staff, USA, 10 Feb 1943, sub:
Report of the Alr Support Board, cited by Greenfield, P« 30,




58

as the Alr Support Board, it met beginning on 7 December 19&2.3

Referring to the Alr Support Poard, General licNair
recommended that any proposed changed be tested before being
published. He restated his opinion that existing doctrine
had yet to be "field test=d adequately due to personnel and
equipment deficlencles in air units participating in the
maneuvers‘of 19&2."h

One of the recommendations of the Air Support Board
was that jolnt testing be held for both air and ground units.
Based upon this, General McNair drew up a test designed not
only to test ground units in self-defense against air attack,
In recognition 6f aircraft, in identification to the supporting
air of themselves and of ground targets, but also to test both
alr and ground units in the methods and procedures of close-in
combat support. General McNair submitted the test to the War
Department, recommending that testing be directed for units
of both forces. He also appealed to General Arnold to con-
sider adoptingz the tests.5

The Army Ground Forces, in submitting the proposed test,

had sought to avoid the stumbling block of doctrine by stating

3AAF memo for ACofS, G-3, WD, 23Novl2, sub: Air Support
Doctrine; AGF memo for CofS, USA, 30 Novh2, sub: Air Support
Doctrine; AGF memos, G-3 to CofS, 22 Dec 42 and G-3 to CG,
9 Jag L3, sub: Report of Air Support Board, cited by Greenfield,
pPe. 32. .

uPar»6, AGF memo of 10 Feb 1943 cited in No. 2 above.

AGF memo, G-3 to CG, 9 Jan L3, sub: Report of the Air
Support Board, cited by Greenfield, p. 33; Memo of Gen. McNair
for CG, AAF, 23 Mar 43, sub: Air-Ground Training and Cooperation,
cited by Greenfield, p. 3. -
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that "direct, close-in support against targets of oppoftunity
1s stressed...not because it is believed that the major part
of air support will take this form, but because it is the most
difficult type to execute promptly and effectively." General
MeNair, however, received no reply from the Air Forces for a
month. The Army Alr Forces objected to the emphasis on close
supoort and the inclusion of call type missions. General
Arnold wanted to have ths doctrinal issue settled first "by

mutual agreement,"

and then proceed to tests and training,
while General MeNair wanted to get on with traihing, and let
doctrine grow out of experiences from training and combat,
T~e Var Departm;nt eventually intervened and directed the
Army Air Foreces to prepare a trairing program similar to
that of the Army Ground Forces.6
During the rest of the year, the most serious practical
handicap in the training effort was still in the lack of
trained alr personnel and suf’icient planes for maneuvers.
The attitude of the’Air Forces toward close support was also
to influence the adequacy of training. At a confersnce to
study the availabllity of aviation for training, an air
officer, Chief of the War Department Air Support Section,

stated that the "necessity for using close-in support at a

critical point where a concentration of the power of all arms

6AAF memo for CG, AGF, sub: Air-Ground Training during
1943 Army Maneuvers, no date, cited by Greenfield, p. 3l;
War Dept. memo for CG's AGF, AAF, and Service of Suoply, 2 Mar 43,
sub: Combined Air-Ground Training during 1943, cited by Greenfield,
P. 39.
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may be needed to advance the ground troops is recognized.”
But, he argued with vigor that the occasion would seldom

arise; a prevalent view in the Air Staff.7

RESULTS OF AIR-GROUN" TRAINING IN 19)3

Progress in training was still largely handlcavved by
shortages of men andequipment. Howevar, cooperation of
ground and air officers in the field was markedly improved
during maneuvers., Perhaps the best joint training was con-
ducted in the California-Arizona Desért Maneuver Area. Joint
training of air and armored forces had been initiafed in 1942,
and in January 1943, the lth Air Support Command was placed
under the control of Army Ground Forcss for the purposes of
combined training at the Desert Maneuver Area.8

Ground commanders, particularly armored commanders,
sensitive to the demands of fast changing situations on the
battlefield, were interested in obtaining quidk reaction
between air and ground. The problem was greatly complicated
by the fact that in 1943 the Army Alr Forces, without giving
prior notification to the Army Ground Forces, equipped its
planes with VHF radio sets, which could not communicate with

sets standard for ground commanders. This effectively

7Memo signad by Col. J. Lindsey and Maj. Roy Flannagan
for G-3 AGF, 2 Mar K? sub: WD Conference on Air Suvport,
cited by Greenfield, p. 36.

8AUA, uuéol, History of I Tactical Air Div, Tenn.
Maneuvers, 1942-l3; AU rKhéOI, Interim Report of I Tactical
Air Division, 26 April 1943; Maj. John Redding, "Prelude to
Desiit Combat,” Air Force, Dec 19h2, pp. 23-3l; Greenfield,
P. R
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blocked any communication except through air force channels.?
As a solution to this problem, Major General Zrnest
Harmon, commanding the 24 Armored Division in North Africa,
recomnended that armored units bes egquivped with VHF sets,
and requested that he be furnished with these sets. Tests
were conducted at the Armored Center, and sets were flown
to North Africa. The Army Air Forces also instructed the
Lth Air Support Command at the Desert Training Center to
conduct test on dirsct communications with suvported ground
forces. The tests wer:z not co:ducted until November 19&3.»
Nonetheless, this testins, ir the abserse of any similar
experlence in ﬁﬁe active theaters, was to orove useful.10
In December, Gensral McNair wvas to write that
progress in air~ground trai-ing was slow, and a2ir-ground
cooperation had been a "paper battle" with the participants
going through the motlons. When he wrote this, thirty-three
diyisions still lacked aviation for joint traininz and test-
ing, twenty-one had not witnessed a recocnition demonstration,
and forty-eicht had not participated in the fire powsr demon-
stration prescribed by the War Departmsnt., The Normandy in-

vasion was only six mornths away.ll

9AGF memo, G-3 to G-l and CofS, 6 May 1943 cited by
Greenfield, p. Th.
10
Greenfield, pp. 74-75; Par 18, memo for Col. Flannagan
of AGF, Aug lly, sub: G-3 Sumnary of Air-Ground Training Letters
and Memorandum, Apr W2-Aughl,, cited by Greenfield, p. L2.

11AGP memo, CG to G-3, 2 Dec I3, sub: Combined Air-Ground
Training, cited by Greenfield, pp. L2-43. ~
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FIELD MANUAL 100-20

FM 100-20, Gommand and Emnlovment of Air Power, was

published by the War Department on 21 July 1943, This
fourteen page manual is perha»s unique in that the intro-
ductory paragraphs ars in uvper-case tvpe. Thev d=clare
that "LAND “0WR AND AIX 20WER ARE CO-EQUAT AND INTER-
DEPENDENT FORC®S; NEITHER IS AN AUXILIARV OF TVE QTHER,"
and that "THE CONT® T, OF AVAILARTE AIR °0"=R WMUST RE CEN-
TRALIZED AND COMMAND MUST BE EX“RCIS¥D THRCUGE TWE ATR FORCE
COMMANDER," subject only to the authority of the theater
commander. Ths theatsr or sunerior commandsr was forbidden
to "ATTACH AR¥Y AIR FORCES TO UMITS OF TWE SROUFD FORCTS...
EXCEPT WHEM™ SUCH 7FROUMD FORCE UVITS A'E QOPERATTING INDEPEND-
ENTLY OR ARE ISCLATED BY DISTANCE OR TACY OF COMMUNICATION."12
The manual stated that the theater air torces would
include a "strategic air force" and a "tactical air force."
The mission of the "tactical air force'" would be carried
out in the following priorities: first »rioritv, "to obtain
and maintain air superioritv;" second nriority, "isolation
of the battlefield" by attacks on lines of communication;
and third priority, attacks on zround taraets in the battle
area, Third prioritv targets were carefullv limited by state-
ments that they were difficult to cnntrol, the most exvensive,

the least effective, and concluded that "onlv at critical

12U.S., War Department, Pield Manual 100-20, Command and
Employment of Air Power," (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 19L3), op. 1-1L.
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times are contact zone missions profitable.13

The War Department published FM 100-20 without the con-
currence of General McNair, The Army Ground Forces looked
upon it as the Army Air Forces "Declaration of Independence,"
which rendered FM 31-35 obsolete. Unfortunately, it was very
general in néture and lacked the specific detalls necessary
to serve as a substitute.lu

The decisive impulse for the manual came when Mr., Lovett,
Assistant Secretary of War for Air, on 18 April 1943, had
invited the attention of General Marshall to General Montgomery's
"Notes on High Command in War," and pointed out that they
furnished material for a new statement of doctrine. Since
General Montgomery's experience with the British 8th Army
in the desert represented the first Allied success in the
employment of alr and ground forces, vortions of his "Notes"
were selzed on as a conclusive expression of the principles
of air-grouﬁd cooperation in battle. The British methods
wore the authorlty of success.15

FM 100-20 faithfully mirrored General Montgomery's
statement of principles concerning centralized control of
air, However, as will be pointed out later, it 4id not
faithfully reflect the true apvlication of these principles
to'actual organization and use of tactical air power as
emnloy=d by General Montgomery in his campaign against

Fleld-Marshal Rommel,

131b1d., par. 15. igreenrield, p. 48. 151pia. p. 7.
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The ﬁtactical air force™ had firét avveared as omne
element of‘the Northwest African Air Forces organized on
18 February 1943. While the tactical air force as mentioned
in Fi 100-20 was designed to replace the air support command,
the air units working with the ground forces continued to be
called alr support commands until the name was changsd to
tactical air commands in l9hh.16

General McNair expressed his concern with the new
organization by agreeing that while organization should
provide for concentration and flexibility, "invarisbly
cantralized control by the air force commander...may not
always be the best set-up. Channels of operation may be so
extensive and difficult as to impair the essential team-
work betwsen ground forces and supporting air forces.
The principles set forth inl:%he proposed reorganizatioé]
ereate the impression of concern for the unity of the air
forces, and the precedence of their interests, rather than

a determination to participate in and promote the success...

of the ground action."17

16Brig. Gen. L.S.Kuter, "Air-Ground Cooperation in North
Africa, Air Force, July 1943, Pp. L-5, 33; Greenfield, p. 5l.

17p6F, 1st Indorsement, 30 July 1943 to CG, AAF, on
AAF letter to CG, AGF, 8 July 1943, sub: Organization of
Army Alr Force Reconnaissance and Photographic Aviation, cited
by Greenfield, p. 55.




CFAPTER IV
SICILY

The Invasion

The camnaign in Tunisia ended on 13 Mav 19,3, As early
as the Casablanca conference in January 1943, tre month of
July had been chosen for the invasioﬁ of Sicily. The
invasion plan called for General Eisenhower to remain in
supreme command, with General Alexander (Br.) to command
the combined Allied ground force to be known as the 15th
Army Group, which would include the British 8th Army
under General Wontgomery and the American 7th Armv under
Genzral Patton.l

The 7th Army was the first American armv to appear
in the war, although, in the latter nart of the Tunisian
campairn, 24 Coros had occuvnied field armv status. While
nearly equal in strensth to the British Bth Armv in Africa,
2d Corps had retained its designation as a coros, operating
under British 1lst Army for administrative purposss only.

Thus, in Sicilv, for the first time, a compnlete American

loasc Library, 9L0.5421, USMA, Department of MA%E,
"Overations In Sicily and Italv," 19L7, b. L, hereafter r=aferred
to as "Operations In Sicilv and Italv;" CnSCA, 13457, "Commander-
in-Chief's Disvatch--Sicilian Camraipgn," 19,3, po. 1-L, here-
after referred to as Sicilian Disnatch,

b5
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field army, in name as well as in fact, was to fight in the
fie1d.2

For the invasion, 7th Army was composed of 24 Corps, with
two divisions under General Omar Bradley, and a separate force
of one reinforced division under General L., Truscott. 1In
addition, the 82d Airborne Division was to be dropped inland
behind the beaches.3

During the period before the invasion, the Allied air
arm, which remained virtually unchanged in organization
from that existing in Tunisia after 18 February 1943, struck
at lines of communication, air bases, and other tarzets in
Sicily and Itaiy in an effort to reduce the enemy's strength.
An especially heavy alr effort was mounted to reduce the
Italian island of Pantelleria. The capture of this 1island
was felt to be advantageous since it would be capable of
supporting at least one fichter group on its airfield,
an important consideration since North African airfields
were out of effective single-esnglne fighter range of the
invasion beaches. By the ev:s of the invasion, Allied air

strength in the Mediterranean was predominant.h

2Gen. Omar Bradley, Soldier's Story (New York: Holt %
Co., 1951), pp. 72-73; Sicilian Dispatch, pp. 11-16;
CGSCA, 2657, II Corps, "Report of Operations in Northern
Tunisia," 15 May 1943, p. 3; Dexter, p. 3.

3"0perations in Sicily and Italy," p. 5.

h'AAF, 11, p. 4h5S; Sieilian Dispatch, pp. 7-16,
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Air support for the 7th (U.S.) and 8th (Br.) Armies
was to be vprovided by Air iarshal Coningham's quthwest
African Tactical Air Force comnos=d of 1l2th Air Suvn»nort
Command, Desert Air Force, and thé Tactical Pombar Force.
This latter unit contained the medium bomber elesment of
Northwest African Tactical fir F‘orce.5

Planning for the invasion was handicao-ed by the seo-
aration of hea-iguarters and the fact that the air forces
were encgaged in continuing onerations against Pantelleria
and elsewhere. Experienced air officsrs wers kept on these
currant onerations, and air commanders were reluctant to
assiegn represeﬁtatives autrorized to make firm commiﬁments
for the Air Force since thev would most likely be inex-
perienc>d in large scale planning. Consesuently, while the
ground and naval planning were fullv coordinated, army and
naval commanders wer: to comnlain later that the air plan
wis imprecise ani unrelatedl to their own plans.

General Montgomery was to comnlain that hils air
renresentative had no authority and no =2xperience in
air-ground onerations, while thes commander of the Desert

Air Force, the expvert in working with the 8th Army, who

5AAF, 11, L17.

6AUA, 101-37, Armv Air P~rces Fistnrical Cffice, Partic-
ipation of the Ninth and Twelfth Air Forc2s in the Sicilian
Camnaign, AAF Fistorical Studv No. 37 (AAFHS-37), Nov 1945,
p. 177; Sicilian Disvateh, pp. 11-12; CGSCA, 2759, 7th Army,
"Notes on the Sicilian Cammaien," 30 Oct 1943, o. 3 of unnumbered
annex,
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was to provide support for 8th Army in Sicily, remainéd vir-
tually unemployed. General Truscott, who was to‘command
one half of the 7th Army invasion forcs, never had an air
planner to assist and advise him. When repeated requests for
aerial photographic coverage of his assizned beaches were
turned down, he flew to make a persoml apneal to General
Doolittle for assistance., General Doolittle, who commanded
the Northwest African Strategic Air Forces, requested the
photo mission, and also placed a photo interpreter at the
diqusal of General Truscott.7

The final invasion plan provided for landings on the
southeastern tiﬁ of 8icily. This was a comvpromise plan
necessitated partially by the limited range of fighters
_which would have been unable to provide support at more
distant beaches, and the desire to capture airfields early
in the invasion.B (See Figure 7)

Because fighter sorties would have to be made from
the distant bases at Malta or Pantelleria, strong fighter
support during the initial stages would not be possible
until airfields were captursd on Sicily. The long range
fighters which had adequate range to cover the beaches
were to be used for escorting bombers striking at distant

targets.9

7B. Montgomery, Memoirs (New York: Signet, 1958), pp. 170-
71;Truscott, pp. 200, ZOE; In contrast to the shortage of photos
for ground forcess, over 500 photo missions were flown for the
Air headquarters (AAFHS-37, p.56).

8AAF,II,uza. 9AAFHES-37, p.2L.
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Air cover for the landing beaches was to be limited
because of the short duration aircraft would be able to spend
overhead. The plan called for continuous cover during the
first two hours aftsr daylight, between 1030 aﬁd 1230, and
thé last one and one-half hours of daylight. This plan was
not completed until after the convoys were at sea. Conse-
quently, ground commanders remained ignorant of when, where,
in what numbers, and under what circumstances they would see
their fighter protection., Sufficecient fighters were located
in the theater, but the fields at Malta and Pantelleria were
limited in capacity, thus limiting ths number that could be
employed for the invasion. Use of medium and heavy bombers
in support of ground forces was not planned unless the
situation became precarious or the enemy was in full retreat.
Instead, these units would concentrate on lines of communi-
cation, After D-Day, commanders could submit requests for
alr support to a tarset éommittee in North Africa, but none
would be considered on less than twelve hours notice.lo

Ailr support parties accompanied each of the three
divisions of the seaborne force plus 24 Corps headquarters.
Headquarters, 12th Air Support Command (Advance) was aboard
a control ship, along with Headquarters, 7th Army. Also
aboard ships were radar units and a fighter control center to

control air opsrations until 12th Air Support Cammand could

move ashore, To request alr support, ailr supvport parties at

10pmiscott, p. 205; AAF, II, p. 451; AAFHS-37, p. 105.
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division would forward requests to 12th Air Support Command
aboard the control ship. Approved requests would then be
ordered through 12th Air Support Command (Rear) at Cape Bon
Peninsula in Tunisia.ll
Two tactical reconnaissance sorties per day were to be
provided for Geﬁeral Truscott!'s force and four sorties for
2d Corps. These sorties were to be furnished prior to noon
each day until after the reconnaissance squadron was ashore,
when new arrangements would be made.12
All landings weres successfully accomplished against
light resistance by 0600 on 10 July. The first major
enemy counterattack took place on the morning of 11 July
when sixty German tanks broke through the 1lst Division

and threatened to surround part of the Division and to

wreaix havoc on the beaches., After six hours of desperate

fighting, the tanks were repulsed only 2,000 yards from

the beaches.l3

AIR-GROUND COORDINATION ASHORE
No close air support missions were flown until D
plus 3 because of higher air force priorities. The enemy
air force had launched a series of bombing attacks on D-Day;

but by D plus u, 1t was estimated that the enemy air strength

1lpya, 612.306, NAAF, Monthly Opns.Bulletin #9,Decl3,
125 pPHS~37, PpP. 105-107.

13cesca, MN1035.5, 2d Corps, Report of Opns., Septl3,pp.130-31
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had been whittled down to only forty per cent of its
pre-invasioﬁ strength. The fighter control center of 1l2th
Alr Support Command moved ashore on 12 July. By 20 July
- all séuadrons of 12th Air Sapport Command were operating from
bases in Sicily.lh

By D plus 5, the Axls forces were withdrawing to the
northeast end of the island, fighting only a delaying actlon,
and seldom holding long enough to warrant bombing him out,
Alr concentrated mostly on lines of communications to the
rear.15

In the final stages of the campaign, the air force
orovided air co%er over several small scale amphibious
operations leapfrogging along the northern coast. The most
notable employmentkof close air support was in the attack
- on Troina on I} August. Here, the air commander had gone
forward to talk his planes on to the targets. While eight
ang a half artillery battaliorns fired on enemy antiaircraft
positions, two waves of thirty-six fighter bombers dropped
500 pound bombs on enemy positions. This failed to dislodge
the well dug in Germans, and an air attack was scheduled for
the following day. The second air attack nearly ended in
disaster as the planes mistakenly bombed the headquarters of

the adjacent British 30th Corps.l®

1h"0perations in Sicily and Italy,"pp. 9-12.
lsBradley, p. 150; Greenfield, p. 80.
16pradiey, pp.151-52; AAF, II, L69-472.
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A great step forward in control aﬁd coordination'was
found in a 24 Corps experiment with mobile control parties
to control air strikes as had been done at Troiné. Although
both Air Force and Army officers praised this method and
'recommended further experimentation, its general acceptance
was not to come until some time later in Italy.17

It can be assumed that ground commanders looked favor-
ably upon the complete domination of the air by Allied air
forces. Generals Patton, Bradley, and Truscott reported
afterwards thgt the major deficiencies in air support were
lack of air force participation in invasion vlanning, low
quality personnél handling the communications in the air
support parties, the nsed for closer liaison, the impos-
sibility of getting air photos in time, and the need for
better control in corducting air strikes.l8

Improvement in close alr support was not commensurate
with the great increase in air superiority. The nature of
the enemy resistance did not prove a true test of the po-
tentials of the air-ground team. This potential was hardly
explored. Nevertheless, the experiences gained during the
thirty-eight days of the Sicilian cammaign were to pave the

way for further imorovements.

17ppradley, 150; 7th A. Nobtes on the Sicilian Campaign,
ppo 1"12; A-AF, II, P. l{.86; TI’LISCOtt, ppo 200-2050

1BBradley, pp. 116-17, 150-51; 7th A. Notes on the
Sicilian Campaign, p. 12, p.2(annex).




CHAPTRER V
THE ITAT,IAN CAMPATIGN

The Invasion

The selection of the invasion beaches for the invasion
of Italy, Operation AVATLANCHE, was greatlv influenc=d, as
was HUSKY, bv the rangs of fighter aircraft. General Mark
Clark, who was to lead the American Fifth Army in the invasion,
hoped to land close to Navles, but because of Air Marshal
Tedder's estimate of effective ficghter rangz, the Pay of
Salerno, south of Nanles was selected for tre invasion.l

Plans called for 5th Army, comoos2d of 17.S. 5th Corps
and British 10th Corrps to land nn § Sepotember. Alr su»nvport
for 5th Afmv would be 9orovided princinally by 12th Air Supvort
Command, Again, Air Force planners ha+d concluded that close
air support bombing, other than that nreviouglv arraneged,
would not be oossible due to orioritv of ai~ forc~s missions
and to lazk of 1a fdrwari airfield ashore, 2lans called for

2

an early seizure of an ai»fi=1d.” Air sunnnrt narties were

schadnled to land with each Aivision and vith Ath Corps

1Gen. M.W.Clark, Calculated Risk (New VYork: Harver % PBRros.,
1950), p. 177; CGSCA, 68BL5, NWAAF, "Provisional Outline Air Plan
for Operation AVATANCHE," August 1943, »n. 3.

°Ibid.; COSCA, 11606, Commandine Officer of the 7/9 Armv

Air Suvport Cnmmand, "Air Suvport Arrangements at Hg., Fifth
Army to Date," November 19,3,

7h
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headquartsrs. Requests would be relaved to 12th Air SUnport
Command aboard the control shi», and missions woﬁld be ordered
from 12th Air Supvort Command (Rear) in Sicily.

The invasion forces went ashore on Q Sentember. Allied
‘air suveriority »revented any strong German Air Force inter-
ferencz. Due to a <istake in shinoin= arrangements, no air
support parties were available at U,S. divisions or at 6th
Corss headquarters. This comnlicated the oroblem of keeping
ground units informed of air reconnaissance re-orts, and
in turn, keevine air headruarters abreast of the cround
situation. As an innovation, tactical reconnaissance aircraft
called the air control ship when returning from their missions.
This was an improvement over the orevious svsteﬁ of sending
information forward after the nilot hal been debriefed at his
home airfield. Tactical air recornaissance missions wesre
carrisd out on a vnre-arrang=sd4 basis until D nlus 3, when

Armv and Air headquarters went ashore.%

ESTAELISUMENT OF AR ATR SUPPORT COMMAND
After going ashore, the G-3, 5th Armv, and A-3, 12th
Air Support Command, agresd to exveriment with the Eritish
Air Supéort Contr01‘SVStem. An air suobvnort control of 12th
Air Suvnort Command was established adjacent to the G-3
section. When ths absent air suoport vartiss arrived on

D plus L, these oarties now sent requests to Army instead

3Ibid.; AUA, Army Air Forces Wistorical Cffice, "Air Phase
of the Italian Campaign to 1 June 19ldi," Army Air Forces Ref-
erence History No. 15 (AAFRH-15), 1946, p. 90.
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of the 12th Air Supnort Cbmmand, for consideration.u

From D plus h to D »lus 7, requests for attacks on
tarsets of opportunity wers not accevt=d4 from alr sunport
parties. The alr force exnlained that t»is was because no
fichter bombers had been esgtablished ashore, and therefore,
pilots could ot be proverly brisfed. During the crisis
on D plus I and 5, when t-e beachhead was nearly s»lit in
two by stronT German attacks, fichters were instructed to
search out their own tarcets 2s close as possible to the
bomb line.5

On D plus 1, when communications with tentacles, the
British equivalént of air support varties, with 10th Corps (Br.)
became unrellable due to operator difficulty, fichters on
patrol dutv were armed with bombs, recsivad irstructions in
flight from the c-ntrol center, dro:ped their bombs on assigned
tarcets, and then proceed=d to vatrol duties. Although the
Air Force referrei to this as 3 "makeshift" arrangement
necessitated by the difficulty i~ getting tarcet information
back to Sicilia~ bases, tar=zets were sel~cted, nilots briefed
in the air, and targets attacked in ten to thirtv minutes.
This is in contrast to the normsl =ethod which required four
hours to answer a request when the tarcet information had to

be relaved back to Sieilian bases.

uMemo., C.0. 7/9 Army Air Supoort Command.
5Ibid.; Hq. Alli=d Central Med. Force, "ASC Arrangements
for Opn. Avalanche," 25 Jan L}, cited bv AAFRH-15, p. 160,

6casca, 16372.3l, USAF Historical Div., "Armv Air Forces
in Amphibious Landings in WW II," Julv 1353, (USAFHS-96), p.28.
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After D plus 7, the means of relaving results ffdm
tactical reconnaissance missions rsverted to thelregular
procedure whereby i~formation was relayed from alr bases
to forward urits upon the pilots' rsturn from the mission,
To help speed up the relayin- of these reports on the results
of reconnéissance missio-s as well as to effect closer co-ord-
ination with 311 air force units, 1l2th Air Suv-ort Comand,
upon 5th Army request, arreed to accept liaison officers with
aoprooriate cormnicatin-s at all 12th Air Su-port Coumand
airfields.’

As a conti-mation of thz adoption of the Eritish svstem
of close air sdpport, 5th Army, on 7 Cctober, desicnated
Army versonnel to be traired as an Army Air Support Control
(AASC) to be opsrated by all Armv versonnel exceot for some
experiencz2d A.r Force commu—~ications psrsonnel loaned to
Sth Army by 12th Air Sudport Command. The Army Air Suvport
Command, whisch constituted the G-3 Air Section at 5th Armyv,
would send Army liaison personrel to divigions and corps
headquarters and to various air urit headauarters. 1In effect,
when implemented, 12th Air Suovort Command would furﬁish no
liaison pergonnel below Armv headquarters, and the G-3 Air
Section would r=place the air suvort parties and air support

control formerlv furnished by the air force.

7Memo, €C.0. 7/9 Armyv Air Support Command, pars. 5, 18.

81vid., pars 24-26; AUA,680.450, 5th Armv ltr.to TAG,10Marll,
sub; Org. for Air Support in Sth Army a~d inds. as follows:
1st Ind, C.2.,XIT ASC, 10 Mar hh, 2d Ind., C.G., Twelfth Air
Force, h Apr 194h.
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The changeover did not take »lace immediately but after
a period of training for Armv personnel to include exchange

visits with the Desert Air Force supporting the British 8th Armv.9

ADDITICNAT, SUPRORT DJRING THE INVASION

The air forces furnished other forms of sunport in
addition to the usual attack and reconnaissance missions,
On D plus 9, for the first time in the Buropean war, a
fighter »nlane (P-51) adjusted artillery fire on enemy
positinns.lo During the veriod D »lus 3 to D plus 5, three
drops of paratroopers wers made to reinforce the beachhead,
then undergoirg sgriods German counterattacks.l1 Aerial
photos were su»nplisd hv the North African Photo-Reconnaissance
Wing., Howsaver, since the wing's headquarters remained in
Africa during Sentember, there were delays un to forty-eight
hours in delivery of »nhotos to fi=ld units in Italv. Even-
tually, stens were takento correct this., Later in the cam-
paign, ohoto mosaics with a svecial grid reference svstem
were usad with great success fo» tarset designatiom in calline
for artillery and air suonort.12

Prior to the invasion, Ueneral Eisenhower, supportzd by
Air Marshal Tedder, had requested attachment of adiitionsal
bomber forcss or the temporarv use of bombe» formations used

on the Ploesti raid, vhich were then in the Mediterranean area,

Twe request was turned down bv the Combined Chiefs of Staff

IMemo, C.0., 7/9 AASC, pars. 2h-25. 10zap, 11, p. 530.
11pa7, 11, p. 533. 12Memo., C.0., 7/9 AASC, par. 27.
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and by General Arnold, desvite feneral Eisenhower's insistence
that without additional bombers, he "wnuld be skatine on very
thin ifce in AVALANGEE."13 The British, concerned over General
Eigenhower's air strsngth, finallv assigned thres squadrons
of bombers for his use.llL

In the midst of the German atte~nts to s»lit the beach-
head, when it was a»nparent that the available bombers had
failed to »ravent the assembly of units of six German divisions
around ths landing forces, General Eisenhower amain requestzsd
additional bomber suoport to strike the German lines of com-
municatiogs. The request was also madz due to his fear that
‘air streneth volild be further reduced bv the loss of large
numbers of air crews whn were beinec rotated after the comvnletion
of fifty missions. This time, additional assistance was

15

temoorarily furnished.

FIRST WINTER TV ITALY
After the crisis at Salerno had passed, 5th Army ~oved
north and bhv the end of Sentember had captured the nort
of Nanles and the airfield in the vicinitv. The next objec-
tive wvas Rome, more than 100 miles awav. Betwesn lay miles
of rugred mountainous country in which the Germans would take
advantage of numerous natural lines of defense.

By November, 5th Army facsd the German winter line at

3paF, 11, p. ho6. h1piq.

15CGSC Library, 9h0,5h21,-"00erations in Sicilv and
Italy," 1947, p. 39; AAFRH-15, chans. v-vii,
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the entranc= to the Liri Valley, The.advance had zrown
more and more difficult as the fall rains flooded streams and
raised havoc with movement. The German use of éover and
dugouts and the extremely rough terrain and Inclement weather
were to reduce the effectiveness of the usual pattern of
air.support.l6

Generally, in the oreceding months, air had concen-
trated on enemy lines of communications, bridges, railroads,
and\troop concentrations, as the Germans withdrew, Patrols
were flown tn defend against the occasional incursions by
enemy air., Air furnished reconnaissance and artillery svotting
missions. As the battle slowed to a snail's pace, lucrative
targets disappeared as the enemy dug in, camouflaged his
equipment, ard moved his troons and vehicles only at night.
With the disannearance of ranid movement, greater emvhasis
was placed on individual actions of tre divisions, While
the porevious air activity had assisted the ground forces,
thers had been little coordination of tris 3ctivity with
the division., To obtain the greatest assistance from air
support at the d'vision lzvel it would be necessary to locate, -
attack, and destroy the now hard to locate tarcets. What
would be needed was a means of assisting the »nilot in
distinguishing his target once it had been located by the
ground forces. This would be something in the nature of the

system tried out by General Bradlev's 24 Corns in Sicily;

167414,

e ——
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the use of an air controller who would be located forward

where he could asgssist the pilot in locating the farqet.17

PRACTICAT, STEPS TOWARD AIR~GRTUND CCOPERATICN

The 5th Army and 12th Air Support Command were to work
out an arrangement durinc the followine months which was
less a svstem than certain practical arrangements worked
out on the cround. While undoubtedly manyv individuals were
instrumental in implementing this system, it asnears that
General Truscott, commanding the 3d Division, made imdortant
contributions in this respect.

General Truscott had »articirated in the North African
invasion where, at Port Lyautey near Casablanca, he had been
impressed by a close air support mission controlled by a
naval aviator with a radio mounted in a vehicle. The con=-
troller had diverted the alrcraft from a schzduled mission
and guided them in locating and attackin~ enemy forces
blocking the advance of the =sround forces.1

InItaly, Yeneral Truscott had frequantiv recomunended
ﬁhat air suponort varties be orovided to difect air attacks
on specific tarcets as the airplanes arrived over the division
area, The air for~e had been reluctant to assien qualified

vilots to this duty or to permit other than qualified »ilots

17Truscott, po. 278-279; Memo. of Ass't. Sec. of War McCloy
for Gsn. McNair, 22 Dec h3, sub: Air-Ground Trainins and Over-
ations, cited by Greenfield, p.77.

18rruscott, op. 119-20; CGSCA, 8323, Gen. Truscott letter
to Maj. Gen. C. Trussdell, 31 Mar 139L5, sub: Develonment of Close
Air-Grourd Suppnort, hereafter r=ferred to as Truscott Tetter.
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to brief frcm the ground, »nilots in thé air, However,
on 23 October 1913, the Air Force agrsed to try a forward
controller in General ‘ruscott's area and orovided a varty
consisting of two pilots with air-ground commurications. The
results of the test were enthusiasticallyv oraised bv General
Truscott. However, nearly a vear was to elapse before the
system came into general use.19

In January 194, General Truscott landed with the
34 Division at Anzio. LkLere, he was soon to be raised to
command the bth Corps. As we ghall see later, he was to
press arain for a meQns of close coordination between air
and cround. At the time of Anzio, a3 division desirine close
air suoport selected targets which it wished to have attackesd
by air and submittel the 1list to the Armv G-3. A committee
of Army and Air Force staff officers coordinated these requests
and allocated those which were androved to sguadrons which
were to fly them. General {ruscott complained that divisions
usually did not know if their requests had been accented; and
since requests had to be made twelve hours in advance, there
was scarely any wav to obtain air supnort quickly in case of
need.zo

At 5th Army, the G-3 Air Section ani the forward liaison

officers had suos=rseded thre air suovort control and vparties

visualized in F¥ 31-35. Fifth Armv controlled all communications

19

Truscott, 72p. 279-80; Truscott Tetter.

2071p14,
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within the request system, relieving izth Air Supporﬁ‘Command
of any requirement for contact below army headquérters.21
Divisions had to submit their requests to corps'by 1500 hours.
Corpé screened these and passed thosethat it aw»oroved to army
by 1600 vours. Here, the G-3 and G-3 Air drew uo the army
program and at 1900 hours presented it to aoproonriaste army
and air representatives, After the armv presentation, thek
’air A-3 decided whic* missions would be flown ani issued
avpropriate orders to participatins souadrons. About 90%

of t-e missions flown in support were olanned missions with
the balance flown in resnonse to emergencvy tyve requests.

Little allowance was made in the svstem for changes in the

situation or for calls on tarcets of ovportunity.

ANZIO

The invasion at Anzio was launched on 22 Januarv 19l in
an attempt to force the Germans to withdraw fro=n the Gustav
Line. Landins virtually unovoposed, the attackers soon bogged
down after the failure of the S5th Armv to break throuch the
Gustav Tine. The Anzio force was soon restricted to the
beachhead and seriously threate~ed bv a2 swift buildup of
German troops ani armor which had the advantase of vositions
as well as numbers, German air activity picked uvo, especiglly
during the first and last hours of the day. This was caused

by the fact that the fields of the orot=ctive fighters were

2lpua, 680.4501, SthA. Training Memo. No.7, "Air Suovort
of Ground Operations," 9 Mar 19ll;; Sth Armv letter to TAG.

221p14.
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more than 100 miles awav, and the nlqnés had to return to their
fields before dark.23

Hitler ordered that the "abscess" at Anzio be eliminated.
On 15 February, elements of 10 divisions mounted a large
counterattack against the beachhead, threatening it with
destruction., The critical dav of the counterattack coin-
cided with the ovening of a nlannzd wesk of Strategic Air
Forces mass raids on Germany., General Clark and General
Cannon of the 12th anvealed for the full as<istance of the
15th Air Force, the strategic air force in the YMediterranean,
since Gensral Cannon f21lt that his force would b2 unable to
handle the situdation. Desnite very unfavorable weathsr fore-
casts along the route to Germany, the available bombers were
split between Anzio and tv2 raid on Germanv. The force sent
to Germany did not get nast the Alons because of the severe
weather conditions. At Anzio, the Germans threw in every-
thing they had; and the 6th Corns, with its back to the sea,
orly narrowly averted a disaster.eu .

After the crisis had nassed, General Truscott was given
command of 6th Corns. He falt that while air attacks had
inflicted heavy losses upnon the enemv in both nersonnel and
materiel, this air suo»o~t had never been closely cooriinated

with the operations of the eground forces. Air sunvort, he

23Truscott, p. 335.

ZuThe 15th Air Force had requested that it not be required to
participate in the raid. However, Gen. Spaatz felt "that anv
diversion of supvort from the land cam»naicn in Italvy would be
justified.” Churchill informed S»aatz that he wished all avail-
able forces to supbnort the beachhead. (AAFP, III, 32-33, 358-59,)
In view of the slim marzin bv which disaster was averted, the
diversion does not appear to have bzen justified.




- y

believed, was the weak point in the beachhead overation. Unon
his complaint, an air officer was assigned to wofk with the
beachhead staff.25

General Truscott also comnlainad that because 5th Army
and Air headquarters were more than 100 miles away, the
system of air suvoport was cumbersome; and coordination was
difficult. He felt that ths corps must know what ailr
suonort would be allotted to it and when it would be avail-
able, information not nowv available to corps. FHe azreed that

air should decline attacks on unsuitable tareests, but he wanted

the aircraft to check with a "forward air-eround sunvort
control party" so that air attacks could be diverted to
new targets. Gsneral Yruscott's efforts to obtain a forward
contfoller were not entirelv successful; and he was to sav of
his efforts; "We fought a losing battle, for the Air Force
attitude continued to dominate air supmort vrocedure in the
Fifth Army."26
General Clark and General Saville, commander of 12th
Air Supvort Command, orovosed to shift 3ll air suooort from
Anzio to concentrate on linss of communications. General
Truscott orotested and finally received a commitment, in
addition to defensive patrols over the beachhsad, for six
to eight missions dailyv for use »rincinally apgainst German

artillery out of range of the guns within the beachhead.27

261bid., no. 354-55.

25Truscott, 9. 35l.

27Ibid.
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TRAINING MZORANDUM NUMRER 7

On 9 March 19L)y, 5th Army issued Training Memorandum
No. 7 "to exvlain the.,..existine air suovnort doctrine, and
overation of Air Sunport as it a»nvlies to the Fifth Army."gs

In this document, General Clark acknowledged the inde-
pendent role of air, and the "definite requirement for...
contralized control." He felt it would he "fatal to...dis-
sinate the air resources into small nackets, nlaced under
command of division or corps commandsrs, vith each packet
working on its own olan." An exception cited to this
orincinles wvas in the use nf r-oconnaissance units. These
units would remain vart of the Air Fnrece; however, to exve-
lite execution of reconnaissance miséions, a corns G-2, at
times, could be authorized to transmit requests direct to
squadrons. The d>cument went on tn 1list in detail the

29

arrangements worked out since the Salerno landing.

CASSINO
The drive by S5th Armv to break throuch the Gustav Line
and to link up with the forces at Anzio had boegeced down in
front of Cassino. In an attemot to break the deadlock, an
air attack vas oridered nn the hilltov monaste~v on 15 February.
A mich larger attack by nearlv 200 med‘um and 275 heavy
bombers was ordered for 15 iarch. After this ai~ attack,

the hesitantly attacking New Zealand forces becams bogeed

285th Army Training Memorandum No. 7, "Alr Subnort of
Ground Operations," 9 March 19l)., p. 1.

Zglbido, pp. 1-5.
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down in the reéulting rubble and the enemy held.30

The performance of the heavv bombers generaily was
unsatisfactory. Due to several factors, bombineg accuracy
and adherence to timetables were belov »nar. Seventy-five
Allied soldiers were killed and 259 wounded bv misdirected
bombs. The failure to keep on schzdule gavs tre enemv
several periods of resnite uo to forty minutes in 1enqth.31

Th~ verformance at Cassino mav have been the turning
voint in the development of air-rround suovnort, After the
attack, it was fully realized hov abs~lutely necessary it
was for com>lete understandineg and cooperation between air
and ground forces.

After Cassino, General Eaker of the 15th Air Force and
General Cannon of the 12th Air Forcs, organized the exchange
of officers between the air and grouni forces. Exchange
visits were mada for periods of nne week to ten days. A
mutual understandins and resnect grew out of these visits,
resulting in a friendlyv coopsrative snirit. . Ground force
officers learned how to sel=sct tarzets for the Air Force,
Pilots learned to apnreclate the value tn the gr-ound forces
of certain tarsgets phat nreviouslv had se=maqd incﬁnsequential

to them.32

304aF, 1II, p. 367.
31paF, ITI, 366-69; Clark, ». 270.

32Truscott Letter,
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THE SPRING OFFENSIVE

With the return of good weather in May 19li, S5th Army
launched a major offensive to link up with tre forces at
Anzlo and to push on to Rome. At Anzio, a forward controller
was used to control the ailr support in the breakout from the
beachhead.33

The system worked as follows: the forward controller
hai communications with planes in the air, with the sirfields,
with the artillery, and with the grqund units being supvorted.
Fighter bomber missions weve brought into the area at
fifteen ainute intervals., Each misslon was briefed to attack
a predesignated target before leaving the airfield. When it
arrived in the beachhead area, the flight leader checked in
with the controller. In this way, if a new target had appeared,
the flight could be briefed while in the air and directed to
attack the new target.Bu

This system worked well for the first three days of
the offensivej but as the battle lines moved forward, the
controller could no longer effectively coordinate the activ-
ity. It was obvious that the forwardi controller had to be
supplemented with additional c¢ontrollers able to move for-
ward with the advancing troops or to be augmented by an

observer in the air.35

33rpruscott Letter. 3h 1p14.

351p14.
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FOURTH CORPS EXPERIMENT WITH HORSEFLY

In the advance on Rome, Lth Corns had expefimented with
the use of an airborne controller to dir~ct su»vorting n»nlanes.
On 20 June a fighter zroup was placzsd in close supvort of the
1st Armored Divigion to further imorove unon this exr.)er'i.'?erlce.?6

Radios were installed in an T.=-5 liaison tvpe pnlane which
would 2nable an air officer, who would »ilot the aircraft, and
an Army officer, usually an artillery officer from the sunported
ground unit, to communicate with aircraft in fli-ht, with the
sunported ground unit, with supporting artillerv, and with
the Armv Air Suvcnort Partv on the =sround. In turn, the
Army Air Suovort Partvy with the ground unit established
radio contact with the fighter airfield and the Armv Alr
Sunsort Control at Sth Army headduarters.37

The test soon proved to be vary successful; and by
28 June, four L-5 planes were aodorosrriately equinned with
the necessarv radios. The tovo surface of the wings was
painted vellow, white, blue, anil red for easv identifica-
tion; and the »lanes were desinnated "Forsefly Yellow,"
"White," etc.. In July this method of op=zration was

38

extended to include the whole cor7s.:

ROVER JOE

The cround controller svstem used at Anzio evantuslly

36CGSCA, 3836, Hq., IV Corons, Ltr. to C.n, IV Corns, sub:
Renort on Close Air Sunport of 'the 1st Armi. Div., 15 Aug L.

371p14. 381pid.




90
evolved into the "Rover Joe" system of close air suonort.,
Rover Joe was based to an extent on the "Rover David"
principle used in the British Fighth Army, that is,
the orovision of air suonort in a far quicker and more
accurate form than was possible bv the then existing means
of tentacles (air suvnport party, air sunonort control, and
rear links (liaison officer at air force airfields).
Rover David vas intended t» be located well forwardi with
the controllzsr havina zood observation and good ground
to ground and ground to alr communications. In the
British use of the system, it was intended that it be used
to give the latest information about forward troovns with
the o2o0ssibility of directing the pnilot to a new tarazet,
With the Anerican units, there was a greater tendencv to
use the system t» 7uile the alrcraft to the tareet as
well as giving the pilot new information or divertine
him to new tarﬁets.Bg

A Rover Joe unit was comnos=sd of Air Force nilots,
usually squadron leaders, Armyv Air Support Officers, and
communications personnel and equinment necessiry to oro-

viie the air to ground and ground to cround communications.ho

3%asca , 5534, "Rover Joe", Variations of the system
were known as "Pinean»nle," and "Cab Rank;" €¢GSCA, 12243,
II Corps, "Report on Air-Ground Tiaison," 15 June 1945,
np. 12-13; C3SCA, 11735, Renort of Conl. A. Sarders, "Coord-
inati-on of Various Arms," 16 Julyv 19L5; see also "Cnordination
of Various Arms," 2 August 19L5.

4orpig.
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N "Jeeps" with radios were made available to divisions for
deployment to regiments or battalions in the line. These
radios commuricated with the radio in the Rover-Joe van,
A Rover Joe van had the necessary radio equioment to relay
instructions and t» maintain communicati ns wit» aircraft in
flight, with Fifth Army Air Su»nvort Control, and wit» the
avoronriate corns or iivision head marters. Through this
system ranid all around communications were established between
all interested parties. Aray fir Suovort (ontrol was keot
informed of the status in the forward area bv Rover Joe and
in turn ke»t Rover Joe informed on information sathsred from
the airfields In the rear.hl

As the orocedure continued to deveioo, the G-3 anA4
A-3 at 5th Army headguarters decided at the dailv air
meeting on the number of missi~ns and their timss of arrival
over each Rover Joe unit. WNormally missions consisted of
four aircraft, at times six or eight, scheduled to arrive
at thirty minute intervals over the veriod of overation.
Aircraft arrivineg over the forwari area reported in to
Rover Joe and were briefed on tarests to be attacked.u2

The results were exceedineglv good. Through this
system, battalion commaniers requested and received suvvort
in as 1little as fifteen minutes. Accuracv was excellent,
It was only natural that the Rover Joe and Horsefly systems
were to be eventuallv combined to take advantage of both

a ground and air controller. When all personnel became

Wipig, Y2rpiq.
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thoroughly trained in the system, it was mnst effectiva., Air
© support was nrovided and cortrolled in tris manner until the

end of the Italian ca:nfoexi!:gn.h'3 (See Fipure 8.)

IMPRCVEMENT IN PHOTCQABRAPHIC SUPPORT

After the seizure of Nanles, the Hediterranean Allied
Photogranhic-Reconnaissance Wins began taline manv photo-
granchs f»r selsction of air and eround tarcsets. *hotogravhic
coverazs for the Anzio lan‘ing was the best ever furnished.
By léte 19i)i th= use of ohhtogranhs for the selection of
tarzets was woll advancad in 5th Armav whers a tarcet section
had been set un to coordinate the sslection of tarsets by
means of ground observation and aerigl ohotozranhv. As
soon as air shotomranhs were »rocessed, armv intsrpreters
zxamined the picturss for intellicence. Photoeranhic missions
‘were flown daily, weather permitting. Photnzranhs were then
furnished down to divisions for their use in olanning and
tar~et analysis. A common ~rid svstem was adonted for
use with the phot zranhs., This resnlted in inrraased
accuracy an”® sneed of engarement of targets by both artillery

Ll

and air.

431p14.

uuAUA, 680.L501, VYediterranean Allied Air Fovce, Ltr.
to C.5., U.S. Army Air Forces, sub; Air-Ground Procadure for
Joint Operations, 2 Sent Lli; Mediterranean Allied Air Force,
Annex P, "Op=rations in Suvport of Shingle," cited by
AAF, IIT, 3L6.
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CHAPTER VI
EUROPEAN THEATER

Invasion Plans

The European Theater was to witness the commitment of
the largest assemblapge of American forces in the war, A
few months after the invasion, the force in FEaro»ne was com-
vosed of four armies controlled by two armv grouns, su»vrorted
by the most nowerful single tacticnl air force engaced on any
of the world's battle fronts. Wher: eighteen months before
in Afrieca, the number of squadrons sunvorting the ground
forces could have been countel on one hand, the air su»»ort
plans for the Am=rican forces varticivating in the invasion
of France called for ninety fighter squadrons over the
beaches with thirty-three to be held in reserve.l Cooper-
ation would not be lacking for want of airvlanes. With the
invasion and the sweep across France, air-ground teamwork
would develop with conspicuous and incrsasing success,

The 9th Air Force was desienated as the air unit with
the orimary mission of vroviding assistance to the amohib-

ious landing and coopneration with the grouni armies in

1OVERLORD Tactical Air Plan, nars. 89-90 and Annex §
cited by Craven, W.F., and €ate, J.L., Armv Air Forces in
World War II, Vol. III: Argument to VE Day (Chicago: Univ,

ol Chicago Press, 1948), ». 139,

]
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their subsequent sweevo into the heart bf Germany. Prior to
the invasion, the 9th was eneaged vrincinally in continued
annihilatior of the German Air Forcé and iestrucﬁion of the
German lines of communications in France.

With FM 100-20 givine little eoncrete guidance on air-
groand organization, the Armv, in vrenarine its vlans for the
invasion, had studied the orgeanization and orocedures em-
ployed by the 5th Armv in Italv. The system adovted showed
the influencz of both FM 31-35 and the 5th Armv svstem. The
ar1v headquarters énd the headauarters of the coovnerating
tactical air command w~uld b= located adjacent to each othar,
A combined ovsrations centér would be establishad to bring
together‘the air staff and the G-2 Air and G-3 Air under the
same roof. Both combat Qnd reconnaissance re:uests from
subordinate units would be consolidated for Dresentation at
a daily planning conference. Ground liaison officers were
to be stationed at airfields. TInstead of tve svstem used in
Italy where cround liaison offi~srs from army headquarters
acted as air advisers at corps and 4ivisions, "G-3fs’Air"
were established on the staff of trese units. An air officer,
heading an air support varty, would serve as adviser and
lialson officer at coros and divisions. The outstanding
difference was that the air forces were resvonsible for
air-ground communications below armv headjuarters, trve same
method orescribed in FM 31-35. 1In general, armv assumed less

of thes barden for coooeration.2

2Greenfield, ». 87; GGSCA, 7577, lst USA Reno=t, b Aug L.
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To test supvorting fires, and to check communicafions
for the invasion, a full-dress rehearsal was sch=4ul=4 for
28 Aoril 194y, General Omar Bradley, who wouli.lead the
invasion troops, andi Lieutenant General T.ewis Brerston,
who had served on the dsfenss cnunsel staff dirina the
trial »f General Mitchell, and who was now ths commander of
the :th Air Forec-e, observad ths rehearsal., When the air
mission that was to have bombed the beaches failed to ap ear,
General Bradleyv was to observe that General Breret-n had
éeemed stransely unconcernad with the failure of his air
mission.3

General Bradley was to write later that "if our ore-
invasion confidencs in air sunnort werzs to be measured by
the indifference shown us in Tngland bv the Ninth Tactical
Air PForce, we would have sailed on the invasion with mis-
givings. Part of our uneasiness stammed from the brush-off
we experiénced at the hands of BRrereton himself, for in
attempting t» »in him down on air;groani traininz, I was told
his agair force was then too hz-vily committed in the air battle
for France. Certainly if he was aw#are of our urgent need for

combined training with air, he cave no evidence of it."h

3Bradlev, op. 2L7-18; Tewis H. Prereton, The Brereton
Diaries (New Vork: W. Morrow % Co., 19h6), n, 156,

L"Br-adle_v, np. 2),8-119; Gen. Brereton wrote that the »re-in-
vasion operation interfered with vlans for training, and it
was only after an intensive period of combat that air-eround
coordination reached a derree of effectiveness (Brereton, p. 305\,
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If General Bradley's forces were to go into France

almost totally untrained in air-ground cooperati&n, after
he arrived in France he soon realized that he had an offset-
ting advantags in Major General Elwood Quesada, Chief of the
9th Tactical Air Command, which would be in direct sudnvort
of General Bradley's 1lst Army. General Bradley was to des-
eribe General Quesada in this way: "...he helped more than
anyone else to develop the air-ground support that was to
speed us so successfully across France....He succeeded
brilliantly in a task where so many airmen before him had
failed....Unlike most airmen who viewed ground support as
a bothersome di%ersion to war in the sky, Quesada approached
it as a vast new frontier waiting to be explored."5
Alr-ground cooperation was to take a great step forward.

General Bradleyv'!s invasion force consisted of two corps
with three seaborne divisions and two alrborne divisions.
A total of fifteen alr support parties were furnished by
9th Air Force, with one schedulz=d to land with each regi-
mental combat team. All requests for air support would be
transmitted through command channels or throucgh air support

parties to a headquarters shio located off the beachesﬁ’

5Bradley, p. 250,
6USAFHS-96, P. 92; CBSCA, 7577, lst Army Combat Operations
Data, p. 10; AAF, III, p. 54B; CGSCA, 10753, 12th Army Group
Air Effects Committee, "Effect of Air Power on Military Oper-
ations," 1945, o. 1ll;, hereafter referred to as "Effect";
CGSCA, 11231, 1lst Infantry Division, Annex 11, "Air Support
after H-Hour," Field Order 35.
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From the ship, the request would be relayed to General
Montgomery's 21st Army Group operations room located in
England. There they w-uld be passed on to the Air Force
combined operations room, all through a highly compnlicated

communications systen.

D-DAY

A heavy air bombardment of the beaches by bombzsrs
scheduled for minates before the arrival »f assault boats
had guestionable effect as the weather was overcast and
safety precautisns were vperhans excessive, causing the
mgin concentration of the bombs to fall from a few hundred
yards off target up to three miles i_nland.7

The air control center in England rec-ived thirteen

requests for air support on D-Day. Unavailabilitr of air=-
craft, weather, or the avoroach of darkness caused five of
these requests to be reafused. <lhe remaining eizht led to
eleven missions, including one call for an artillery adjust-
ment mission. Since the air supyort partieﬁ ashore were not
acting as controllers, pin point attacks were not feasible;
and g bomblline had to be drawn well inland. One day's
experience with the control mechanism for air support showed
that it was too complicated to provide speedy support.

Accordingly, the plan for the following day was revised to

the extent that air alert gircraft were placsi at the disposal

of the air controller aboard the headquarters shion located

7AAF, III, p. 192.
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off the invasion beaches.8

Continuous armed reconnaissance flights were‘maintained
over the beachhead on D plus 1. The headquarters ship
directed attacks on specific targets in only two reported
cases. The balance of targets were attacked on the initi-
ative of squadron commanders. Requests fo» attacks on
specific targets were limited by the fluld situation and
the difficulties with commuricati ns. Nonethelesgs, the
air was kept free of German airpnlanss; and whenever
vossible, air continued its close support of the ground
forces.9

Air suppoft for the beachhead was greatly facilitated
when control facilities were éstablished in France. On
15 June, 9th Tactical Air Command and lst Army 2stablished
a joint overational air-ground headgquarters in Normandy;
Starting 18 June, Jth Tactical Air Comand Advanced
Headjuirters assum=d major resnonsibility for direction of
air support. Since requests from divisions .and corps were
now processed immedlately i the e¢-mbined air-ground oper-
ations section, close alr support became much more effective,

All of the problems of air-ground coopsrati»n were not

now solved. In the early stagss, ground co:manders requested

8ua, 101-36, AAF Historical Sectioné"ch Air Force

Activities, April-November 1 ," (AAFHS-30), 1945, p. 79;
USAFHS"gb’ p. 108; A.AF, III, [ :

%aaF, 1II, 197. '

103 st Army Combat Operations Data, p. 10; USAFHS-96, p. 110,
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missions that air commanders regarded as unprofitable, and
pilots mistakenly bombed and strafed troops. Ground commandrs
complained about time lags In answering requests, and air
cormandsers complained about the lack of sufficient infor-
mation in army requests., However, each successful engage-
ment involving alr-ground teamwork taught lessons, and both

members of the team learned rapnidly.

ORGANIZATION AND COMMAND SYSTEM

By October 194}, the American ground forces in France
consisted of the 6th and 12th Army Groups. The 6th was
composed of tre 7th Army in addition to French forces. The
12th Army Grouﬁ was composed of the 1lst, 34, and 9th Armies.
The 9th Air Forde, composéd of a bombardment division of
medium bombers, and three tactical air commands, orovided
the air support for the 1l2th Army Groun. The 9th, 19th, and
29th Tactical Air Commands of the 9th Air Force furnishesd
support for the 1lst, 3d, and 9th Armies respectively. When
7th Army invaded southern France in August, -12th Tactical
Air Command (formerly lzth Air Suovort Command) from Italy
furnished air support for that force. O©On 15 September,
having linked up with 12th Army Group, 7th Army and French
Arny B were vlaced under éontrol of 6th Army Group. In
November, the 12th Tactical Air Command and the French
First Air Force were organized under control of the First

Tactical Air Force (Provisional) which supported 6th Army .G-roup.l1

laar, 111 437, 450, 597.
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The air-ground organization of the 7th Army was conied
from the 5th Army. Within the 12th Army Groun,vthe armies
generally followed the svstem established bv the lst Army.
However, as the systems continued to develo»n, tre nrocedure,
organization, and ejuioment rasflected the battle exneriences
of the units rather than any standard orocedure. As an
examd>le, by November 194li, the number of officers assigned
to the G-3 Air sections exclusive of eround liaisorn officers
ranged from four in 1lst Armvy to nine in 3d Armv;12

Generally, each of the tactical air commands, exclusive
of 1lzth Tantical Air Comiand, was assigned a ﬁariable number
of fighter bomber grouns—normallv four to six grouns—but
with the actual count at any one time devnendine uvon the
imoortance assiegned to tre current onerations of the armiles.
With a s»ift of emnhasls in grouni strategv, tre 9th Air
Force transferred units from one command to another. It
also combined the fighter bombers »f the several tactical
air commands to meet critical situati-ns when thev arose.
In addition to fighter grouns, each command sventually had
either a photo-reconnaissance aroun or tactical reconnaissance

13
groun assiegned, -

12p4Fus-36, op. 338-L0; CASCA, MOLN5S-Hh, bth Armv Group,
Final Renort, G-3 Section, 1 Julv 19L5, Chapo, 1Lj; CGSCA, 10LH3,
9th Army, "A Studvy of Air-Ground Cooveration," 19,5; CGSCA,
12881, The General Board, Studv Wo. 5li, "The Tactical Air Force
in the ETO," 1346, Section 5; €asCA, 11675, ¥®gq,, ETC, Immed-
iate Redort No. 1, 20 November 10ll;.

13par, 111, 597-98,
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The main function at the armvy grouv~air force level

was to insure joint plannine of the overall air éffort, es~-
pecially long range or special oroject nlannina; to determine
priority of effort, and to coordinate the emnlowvment of the
bomber units of the tactical air force or the heavy bombers
of the strategic air forces. Since the actual tactical con-
trol of air and ground units took nlace at the army-tactical
air command leval, the greatest coordinatiomn was effected at
their combine i overations cen‘t;ers.]‘br

To effect coordination at lower, tactical air
liaison officers headine air su»npvort varties were furnished
to corps and divisions. Nnormallv, two air officers were found
at a corvs, With the corns G-3 Air, they coordinated air-ground
activity, forwarded consolidated »lanned requests, monitored
immediate requests, and kent Aivision air supvort varties
informed of air activity. The air liaison officer at division
level worked with the G-3 Air in the case of armored divisions,
or with an assistant G-3 whn handled air matﬁers in ths case
of an Infantrv division. The air liaison officer at division
advised on air matters, relayved reauests for air, and used
his mobile communications t» e¢ontrol missinns from tre ground.
Eventually; additional ai~ controllers ware furnishesd to
divisions, es»ecilally armored divisions, to e~ntrol air

operations at multiole noints within the 4division arsa.

1LLCGSCA, M9lin5-H6, 12th Armv Groun, "Renort of Cperations,"
Vol. V, op. 20-21; 6th Army Grouo, Final Renort, G-3 Section,
1 July 1945, Chavter 1L; 12th Armv Grou» Air Effect Committee,
"Effect of Air Pnwer on Militarv Cperations," 1945, Chan. V,
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Controllers were even furnished as low as battalions for
special operations.l5
Within the 6th Army Grouo—1st Tactical Aif Force

system, the army staffs did nnt »nlace th=air air sections in
the resnective air command headgquarters. Instead, thev used
liaison officers t»o coordinate activities., Another difference
lay in the armv ovnerational control ~f all air-ground commun-
ications below armv level. ™"While 7th Armv also used forward
air controllers on tre ground, it tended to make creater use
of "Horseflyﬁ which had been verfected in Ttalv. However,'

by 1945, there was little difference betveen the H6th and 12th

Army Groun syst’ems.l6

INVASICON CF SNITHYERN FRANCE

Sev:nth Armvy had entered Eurone in the invasion of
southern Prance. This invasion was the last major a-iohib-
ious oweration in Eurone. OCperation DRAGOON, launched on
15 August 19lli, was sudvorted by 12th Tactical Air Command
reinforced by RAF units. Because of the sad state of the
German Air Force, it was unnscessarv to stage a major
counter-air proqram.17

Elements of 7th Army and accomoaryine French forces were
successfully land=d by sea and air against lisht resistance.

As a result of lessons learned at Salerno and Anzio, offensive

fighter bomber missions wsre comtrnilled from control shiovs off

15Ibid.; Charles McDonald; Siegfried T,ine Camvaliepn, Devartment
of the Army (Washincoton: Government Printing Cffice, 19é3\,n. 287.

16General Board, Study No. Sk, ». 7. 17AAF, 111, L15-20.
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the assault area, and by controllers who landed with the
amphibious and airborne forces. The airborne quce used
gliders to carry forward controllers with their vehicles

and radios into t-e airheads. The system of control worked
effectively, permitting full use of alrcraft by diverting
them to more lucrative targets when necessary, and at the
same time protecting Allled troops from being acclidentally

- bombed during the fluid ground operations. The use of
forward controllers also proved very effective in the pursﬁit
up the Rhone Valley when the rapid movement caused commun-
ications to break down between forward units and rear head-
quarters, prevénting effective coordination of air and ground

action at the hicher levels.18

FIGHTER BCMBERS

In the summer of 194l the fighter bomber was to come into
its greatest prominence. In North Africa, the British and
the Americans had tended to depend upon the light bomber for
delivery of bombs in rendsring close support; Fighter planés,
while used for strafing, were geared for use against other
aircraft. The German fighters had always been capable of
delivering bombs and were used effectively in that role.
By 194);, Allied use of fighters as fighter bombers was to be

rapidly advanced. In England, General Quesada had

18¢c6sca, 134h5, History of the blith Fighter Wing, €hap.ll;
Truscott,  pp. 398-99; CGSCA, 12187, Annex 3, "Forecs Landing
Table and Order of Battle," Field Order 5, Operation DRAGOON,
Aug 194)1; cGsCA, 7976, Annex 8, "Air Sunport,” Field Order
53, Operation DRAGOON, August 19L),
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experimented with heavier and heavier bombs on his fighters,

even the RAF Spitfire, to the dismay of the British., Eventually,

he hung a pair of 1,000 pound bombs on his P-h.?‘fighters.l9

The growth of the effectiveness of supvorting aircraft
went hand in hand with the increased effectiveness of coordin-
ation and control being developed between the air and ground
forces. The ability to closely coordinate the supporting air
permitted timely, accurate delivery of support at the place
where it was needed most. Having achieved air superiority,
the tactical air forcs was virtually free to concentrate on
second and third priority missions (interdiction and close
support). By the end of the camvaign in BEurope, 33% of the
fighter bomber sorties of 9th Air Force had been expended in
the close support role and hS% on interdiction. The con-
tinued participation by the tactical air force in these
missions over the front assured the maintenance of air
superiority without loss of close cooperation. Fighters
could jettison their bomb loads and accszpt or force combat
upon the German Air Force when the occasion arose.20

Three types of fighter bomber opsrations were to be
particularly effective, resulting in more rapid progress of
the armies. These operations were armed reconnaissance,

column cover, and request missions. Their use helped to

19AUA, 512,72312-23, "The Luftwaffe, Air Suvport Orzani-
zation Tactics and Techniques," 2 June L3; Asher Lee, The
German Air Force,(New York: Herper % Bros., 1946), p. 280;

Bradley, o. 337.
20"Effect", pp. 38-ll, Plate 2.
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overcome the deficiency in procedure ﬁhich prevented close
integration of air and ground effort at the division and lower
levels by concentrating the coordination at the'army-tactical
air command level., Through these procedures, coordination was

decentralized.

ARMED RECONNAISSANCE

In this type of operation, fighter bombers searched
to the front and flanks of the ground forces for targets of
opoortunity. These fighter bombers would check in with air
support party officers before starﬁing their search to de-~
termine if any targets were available in the area. <The planes
could also be recalled and diverted from thelr armsd reconnais-
sance mission to attack newly discovered tarrets on the front
of corps and divisions., While this was not a new theory, the
procedure was refined and developed to a high degree of
efficlency. A variation‘of this type operation was the pro-
tection of tre exposed flark of General Patton's 34 Army on
its wide sweep across France in August 194} by elements of
19th Tactlical Air Command. This flank protection by an air
unit was so successful that General Arnold took particular

pride in reporting it to the Secretary of War.21

2lwgerect," pp. 4O-4j1; C€GSC Library, M9LO5-G73, Gen.
H. Arnold, "Report of t+e Commanding General of the Army Air
Forces to the Secretary of War," 27 Feb 1945, p. 30; General
George Patton, War as I Knew It (Houghton Mifflin Co.,
Cambridge, Mass., 1947), pp. 99, 108; ceSca, 3613, AGF Immed-
iate Report No. ﬂ s "Air Support of an Armored Column,"
3 Sept 194li; caGscA, 6063, Memo for ACofS, G-3, AGF, 12 Jun ll;
Other references include CGSCA documents number,.5672, 7320,
7576, 7954, and 10958.
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COLUMN COVER

The second tyoe of mission was column cover, In the olans
for the breakout from the Normandv beachhead to be made by
armored and mechani~ed columns on 26 Julv near St. Lo, General
Bradley and General Quesada agreed to tr=v a forward controller,
to control air strikess, from a tan% =squioved with a VHT ground
to air radio. Before the attack brogan, bstveen ten and four-
teen tanks in every division were esuioped with a»npronriate
radios. Flights of four aircraft would hove» over the head
of each attacking column, reaiv to attaclk on reyuest, to warn
of hidden onnosition, or to eliminate delavines forces. ¥ith
this ever present air covsr, obstaclses which might have taken
hours to surmount were eliminated in minutes. The heart of
the oneration lavy in the radio dialogsue hetween pilots and
the tankers. "I am receiving fire from an enemvy tank nearbv,"
a tanker would reoort; "can vou get him?" "I'1l make a try,"
the pilot would renlv, "but vou're too close for me to bomb
safely. PRack u»n a short distance, and I will o aftsr him."22
It was simole and 1t was effective.

The mlission of column cover was »“rincinallv associatad
with armored or mechanized thrusts. Thre overhsad flichts
served both to run interference agaihst ground oonosition and

to orotect the column against air attack. The amount of

22Martin Eiumenson, Breakout and Pursuit, Denartment of
the Army (Washington: Government °rintine Cffice, 1961), »n.
233-35; FEradley, »p. 337-38; C38CA, 7577, 1st Armv, Air Suonort
Revort, 6 Auesust 19Lli, Section 1; "Effect,” o». L1-l2,
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column cover varied with the gzround situation, how fast the
front was moving, the nature and strength of eneﬁv defenses,
the availability of aircraft, and the amount of enemy air
ooposition. Flights of from four tn twelve aircraft were
nornally provided, with tre flisght remaininz with the column
until relieved bv annther flight, thus assuring contiruous
cover durine davlight. The introduction of more air sunvort
oarties at division level in 2d Armv soon enhanced the effec-
tiveness of close susdort evasrvwhere as more and more forward

} . 23
controilers wer> made available to all armv units.

RECUEST MISSIONS

The third general type of air suoport was the use of
request or call tvoe missions, the procedure of furnishing
support to meet unforeseen circumstances. Planned air supnort
missions were orovided for in the daily con’z2rence at the
combined air-grounid center. During mobile ohases of overa-
tinns, support was more or less furn‘shed automatically by
column cover. Durine neriods when proaeress was relatively
slow, lower units had to submit their requests b=fore ~lans
for the following day co:14 be fully develon=ei. Cnnsequently,
comdlete integration of gir and sround effort was nnt always
possible, and request missions were numerous for attacks against
enemy strone noints, dug-in infantry, du~-in tanks, and

artillery. It was here that the erouni force desires came

23Blumenson, pv. 333-3l; Patton, p. 118; AAF, TIT, 240,
2i5; "Effect," »n. 19l.
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into sharo conflict with sevaral concents of the Air F‘or'c:e.ZLL

The Air Force felt that fighter bombers should nof be
used on targets within the range of ~round artillerv. Ground
force commanders agreed with this concent but felt that it
should not be an inflexible rule, Tt soon bacame avparent
that each request had to be eonsidered “rom all angles
rather» than denied on the arbitrarv rule that tarcets ware
yithin the ranse of a?tillerv.eg |

Another 9noint of conflict was the use of sir alert or
ground alert aircraft. Previous air force corcents had held
that this was 1i1efficient. This comc=mt was moiified by
several developments, ircluding the recognition that eff-
iciency ras meaéured not just in the number of sorties flown,

but in the delivarv of the required suvport at the pnrover

place ard time. The use of air alert airc—aft was particularly

26

effective in the attack on Erest and other fortifisd areas,
The diversion of aircraft fr-m an air reconnaissance or
air alert mission to a close support mission, guided bv a
forward c0htrﬁlier, cut down the delav time involved in
furnishins suonort. A bonus effect was recsived fronm air-
craft vhich remained over the front lines on air alsrt, be-
caus~ they caused enemy artilleryv to rema’n silent for fear

of detecti n. Keepine aircraft on ground alert until

2k

26Blumenson, 2. 3?3; ¥Yute~r, . 2; 1lst Arnmy, Combat
Opsrations Data, p. 11; CASCA, R7R87A-15, 1lst Armv, "Revort of
Overations," 23 Feb-8 May 1945,°'p. 90; CASCA, 3768, AGF,
Immediate Reoort No. 65, 26 Sentember 19LL,

"Effect," no. L2-ll. 22Tbia,
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‘- 27
needed conserved wear on vlanes and nilots.

Flexibilitv and centralized control was not reduced
bv use of the systems described above. The us= 5f ground
contrnllers in conjunction with air alert ani eround ale-t
aircraft 4id not curtail ths abilitwvy of fighter control
centers to resume conitrol over all aircraft n?éctically

. 8
instantaneouslv when necessarv.2

PHCTQARRAPFIC AND VISIAT, RECANNATSSANCE

The orovision of wvisual raconnaissance was hindered bv
the shortare of reconnaissance units and the shortcomings
of the aircraft.usea for this tvoe mission., Tha necessarily
high spezd reconnaissanc=s aircraft w~re nnt desien=d4 to
carry an observer, The vnilot, renaired to flv and observe,
was unabls to devote his efforts fullv to gatherinege infor-
mation.29

The ground forces advocated the allocnation of tactieal

reconnaissarce missions to corns, a svstem which would re-

gquire the majority of the visual reconnaissance effort of the

27
28

v. 6.

AAF, TIT, 26li; AGF Immediate Renort Vo, 65, 26 Sent L.

CGSCA, 11675, Hq., ETO, Immediate Rewn=»t No. 1, 20 Nov Ll,

2IvEfrect," op. L7-L9, 191-95, 20L; As of D-Day, onlv 175
tactical and 150 ohntogranhic reconnaissance aircraft were avail-
able in the theater for b~th air and groind force missions, with
air missions taking oriority. fGeneral Prereton felt that the
procedures in use were ton cumbersome for field use (Brereton,
op. 253, £70, 27'; CGSCA, 7576, AAF Renort C-Mise., 19, 16 Julvy
194, o. li; See also C1SCA, 6763, Interviews on Air-Grounid
Cooperation in E.T.O.
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tactical air commands. This was cnnsidered wasteful by the
Air Force, However, the Armv reguest was given a week's trial
in Normandy and osroved so successful that it was adonted
throughout the remainder of the Eurovean camnaign, The
general shortage of reconnaissance units limited to a egreat
extent the »20licv of dscentralization., TWnfortunately, the
higher the level at which it was reauired to contrnl recon-
naissance, the longer it took t» distribute the information
to lower units.30

In slow nmoving or static onerations, »hotosranhic
reconnaissance overatinns were of great imoortance in order
to obtain target information, t» suonlem=2nt mans, for use in
artillery firing, as an aid in »>lanning, and in assessing
enemy intentions. Shortares of aircraft and orocessing
equioment hamnered maximum utilization of this means of

zathering intelligence.

MEDIUM AND H=4VV ROMRERS
The develooment of the use of mediium and heavy bombers
to support zround forec=s 4id not sroegrsss as ranidlvy as did
the use of fichter bombars. The h=29vv bombers vere committed
to strategic missions vhile the medium bombers were »rinci-
pally employ2d4 in priority 2 (interiiction) missions, with

7% of their sorties so directed.31

301p14,

3laporoximately 8% of tne haavy bomber effo-t in 19l was
used in close su»moort and 21% of the medium bhomber sortizs
("Effect," Dpo 2.7-29, 31)0
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The advantage of using heavy bombers irn a tastical role
lay in the tremendous bomb weight which thev couid deliver, far
in excess of anv destructive »owver that the ar»inid forcss
ani tactical air commands could muster. Their lonz rance
enablsd them to overatse tn anv »art of a lonr front. The
orzanization and eauipment of the strategic alr forces
enabled them to concentrate larece formations over a sinele
area. However, bscrise of ths commitment of the heavies to
their strateaic role, no orovisions wsre set u» to nernit
timelv use of them to suvn»ort ground oneratinns excent on
. . 32
vary snecial occasions,

In the case of medium bonbers, effective use of them
in close su»oort overations was hamm=zred by tw»h factors,
First, th=re was, earlv in the oo=2rations, a misconcention
bv the ground forces of the canabilities of the bombers,
Second, the Air Force hesitated t» use bombers in
close suovvort mor=s out of a conc=arn for the three »ri-
orities for air actinn than with the neccsssities of a par-
ticular situation. 1Initially, many requests by the ground
forces failed to consider the 4ifficultv of findine obscure
targets by vlanes flying at medium altitudes and rsquired
to use a bomb run rather than a divines anoroach. 0n the
other hand, the air forces a2t times followed the three air
priorities blindly. There was a tendencv to have a lack of

confidence in the judzement of ground commanders, who

32"Efféct," 7p., 27-29, Chan. 10; The use of hombers in a
tactical role is discussed in AAF, TIT, 228-38, Rlumenson,
op. 22h-l41, Bradlev, Chan. 17, and Rrareton, -p, 31Lh-16,
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considered the rapid deliverv of a great weight of nrojectiles
to be especially valuable for nesutralizatisn, such ranid deliv-
ery not beines nossible with ground weanons. Suvnvnort reaquests
were sometimes judzed not on thzir sffect on the enemv, but
by the arbitrary rulzs of thumb which considered the distance
of tareets from the “ront line.33

Another restrictive feature in the use of medium bombers
was the oonerational reguirement for )8 hours notice on
requests for their use. General Patton, among others,
recommended that the mediums, then csntralized under 9th Air
Force, should be attached to the tactical ai~ commands
supporting the armies for snecific missions t» permit more

i
ranid use of them.3

ATRPORNE OPERATTONS

The airborne oneration at Normandv was carried out in
the nionser davs of close suvnort. 1In view of this fact, and
the fact that casualties were suffered by air sunvort narties,
it was fortunate that link-un was made twn davs aftsr the Aron
between the airborne and seaborne forces, Most misslons in
support of the airborns forcses were »rearranged, Reaguest
missions on critical close tarcets were vpractically non-exis-
tent; those that were, were "stolen" out of the air bv cir-

cunmventing the normal procedure of requesting through channels,

%3"Ef'fect," po. 31_32’ 202-203%3, ?L’—M-

351b1d., pp. 3=l s AAF,‘III, Sl 8.

35




115

In the airborne oneration in thre invasion of southern
France, forward controllers, brought into the airhead by
gliders were effectlvely emnloyed.3 |

On 2 August 19ly, the Allied airborne forces were con-
solidated when the First Allied Airborne Army was activated
under command of Lt. G=n. Lewis Breraton, formerlv commander
of the 9th Air Force. 1Incid=sntallv, “Teneral Mitchell had
given General Brereton tke mission, never carried out, of
slanning a onarachute drop behind snemv lines.37

General Brereton's force was fifst emnloyed in Follend
in Operation.MA?KET, on 18 Sevtember 19ll;. A heavv air
effort in conjunction with the A4rovp assured a Successful
landing. With this safe deliverv, air cooveration »ractically
ended.38

The American airborns divisions carried in air control
radio sets by vparachute and glider. WHovever, the only help
given for the first four davs of the overation was armed
reconnaissance in ore-determined areas. Ground control of
supportine aircraft was restricted. Requests had to go from
front lines, to division, to fichter control, to »nilot, all
through a svstem of ciohers and receionts that was far too

restrictive and centralized.39

306nistory of the 6blith Fishter Wing, Chan. 1k,

37Blumenson, v, 658; Brereton, n., 209,

38pAR, 111, 60A-609; "Effect," ». 1lh; CnSCA, 17309.1,
Enclosure J, "Tactical Air Sunnort of Airborne Ooerations,”

Weanons Svystem Evaluation Grouon, Studv YWo. 3 (WSEG-3).

39cesca, 6063, Interview with 4aj. Gen J. Bavin, 15 Dec Ll;
Enclosure J, WSEG-3, o, 166,
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Cooveration was further hamnered bv nther restridtions.
Fighters wers forbidden t» onerate in the aresa dﬁring troop
carrier reinforcements and resu»nply overations, Allied air-
craft were strictlv orohibited from attacking ground instal-
lations until fir=4 unon. Help from the exverienced Oth
Tacticai Air Commani was cancell=d, and most of the suvvort
had to be carried out by the RA® ind fichters of the Rth Air
Force, Weather curtailed much of the scheduled reconnaissance
effort, and the same labyrinthian channels of communications
delay=d intellicence renorts. Tack of provisions to econtrol
resuoply missions from the rround caused a hicrh loss rate
dus to inaccurate deliVeries.ho

In Opesration VARSITY conducted in March 1945, sensible
provisions for air sun-ort werse made, Severé communrication
difficulties were encountered on the first day; but a svstem
of orbitine aircraft was used; and targets were attacked on
an average of 10 minutes after the request'was made by

L1

ground controllers,

NIAHT AIR ACTIVITY
Cne deficiency in tactical air onerations that was
evident throughout th= campaign in Burone was the absence of
night fighter and night intruder onerations. Enemy air
activity was c¢onsiderable starting at dusk, and the lack
of American air activitv allowed the enemy freedom of

L2

movement which he d4id not enjov- durine the dav,

hOAAF,III, 606-609; "Effect," o. 1lhli; ®nclosure J, WS®3-3,

ulIbid. uz"Effect," p. li5; €nsCa,6063, Interview of Gen,

Onesada.




CFAPTER VII
APPRATSAT

The Develonmental Period
Oninions on air-ground onerations had orogressed a long
way from General Bradlevy'!'s comments on air sumort in Africa
("We can't get the stuff when it's neéded and we're catching

hell for it. B7 the time our sunvort eoes through channzls

nl

the taraet'!s gone or the Stukas have come instead."™) to the

comments of one of his corps commanders made at the end of
the war in Burovne ("We could not possiblv have gotten as far
as we did, as fast as we 4id, an? with as few casualties,

without the #onderful air sunoort that we have consistently

had."z).

What were the issues involved ir air-gsround o»=rations?
Were they trose that wers cited in a Tactical Air Forcs studv?

To the soldier in the field, tactical airisowar mesans one
thing--close air supvort. Thre deliverv of ordnance on the
enemy confrontine him, The fact that the tactical airecraft
he sees 1s also used for other missi~ns of equal, or some-
times, greater, imnortance escanes his view and his
immediate concern. What 4oes not escane his concern,
however, is the fact that he doss not directly control

this aircraft,

1-Grec—mfield, Ne 77.
“Comment b Gen. J.T. Collins, "Effect," p. 21n1,

3.AUA, K417.0l1-3L, Hq., TAF, "A Survev of Air-Ground
Doctrine,"(8), 1960.
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Or were the issues those pointed out by Colonel Dexter
in his report from North Africa: that ground commanders felt
that close support was vital to ground operatiohs, and that
the means to closely coordinate air and ground had to be
present and in better form than that which existed in Africa?u

Conflict in air doctrine was not new. The question of
American air doctrine was still unresolved after two decades,
In looking at the early theories of American ailr doctrine, it
is important to understand the times in which they were presented
and the man who was most vehement in presenting them, General
William Mitcﬁell.

After World War I, General Mitchell's attempt to make
América air conscious revolved around the concept of total
war which would include all the pooulation of a nation:
men, women, and children. While his statements were to be a
true evaluation of future war, they were not readily accepted
because they came at a time when America and the rest of the
western world were showing a strong revulsion to war. The
country was entering a period of isolation, and the popular
feeling of disarmament was strong in America. Total warfare,
air power warfare, was generally considered unacceptable on
ethiecal, moral, and humanitarian grounds,

General Mitchell's statements were frequently exagger-

ated or inconsistent, another factor complicating their ready

uDexter, pars. 154-167.
5USAFHS-89, P. 17.
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acceptance. He had ooposed remnving aviation from the Signal
Coros and establishing it as a sevarate arm of the Armv. A
few years later he was calling for comnlete autonomv.6 In
the face of this and other inconsistenciss, and without equin-
ment to mak= his clains for air »nover avvnear to be feasible,
he could be easilv dismissed as a dreamer, |

General Arnold vas inclined to believe that while
General Mitchell's doctrines were basicallv sound, his tactics
were not very shrewd. Yis insubordiinate utterances alienated
some of his sunporters and made him vulnerable. Rather
than softenineg un the attitude of the "ar Devartment toward
his new theoriles on air »ower, Gesneral Arnnld felt that the
result of his methods was to harien the hich command more than
ever égainst him and his theories.?

vGeneral Mitchell'was a »oonular hero, both in and out of
the Air Coros; and his c~urt-martial made a martvr of him.
To measure the degree to which tris sense of martvrdom‘was
oassed on to his followvers and colored Air Foarce thinking
in the next faw decades would be imnossible. However, the
long ranze bomber and the concent of strategic bhombineg which
he stressed were to remain the kevstone of Air Forcs doctrine

for the next decade,

6Goldbet’g, p. 8; USAFHMS-89, p. 17; William “itchell
Winged Defense (New York: Putnam's Sons, 1925), pp. 9, 11, 1.

TGen, ¥.H. Arnold, Global Mission (London: Hutchinson
% Co., 1451), p. 79, Chaotsrs V1, VIL.
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Many of the shortcomings in air-éround doctrine and equin-
ment can be attributed in part to the emvhasis 2lac=sd by the
Air Force on General Mitchell's doctrine of stratecic air
warfare, emnohasis placed almost to ths exclusion of the re-
quirement for closs sunvort of ground forces. As nointed out
in Chanters I and III, the Air Staff minimized the ne=d for
close air suoport. Develonment of close air supovort doctrine
and eouipment had been nerlected since the earlv 1930's,
As a conseqguence, organization and equivment were not readv

for the first test in Afrieca.

FM 31-35 AND NORTH AFRICA

In discussine FM 31-35, it is important to kesp in mind
the circumstances under which it was v»renared., It was based
on limited maneuver experiences in which the particivating
air units were meager and lacked the necessary communications
equinment ani trained versonnel to sunport such exercises
effectively, 'Without havine underenone anv significant field
testing, Fi 31-35 was the basis of air-eround opevrati-ns for
the invasion of North Africa. In addition, the »roblem of
coordinating the supportine air with other air effort had not
recsived sufficient consideration, |

The question misht be nroneflv asked here: what is the
significancs of FM 31-35 and the relatively unim-ortant
campaien in North Africa to ﬁhe question of air-rround over-

ations? Perhans the answer can be sezn in a letter written
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by the Chief of the United States Air Force Historiecal
Division to the commander of an Air Force schoolé detachment.

North Africa served as a testing arena for the Army

Air Forces as well as the ground forces. It was here,
under the rigorous pressure of battle, that the Army
learn=d the real nature of tactical air warfare and

came to realize the hopeless inadequacy and unsoundness

of War Department Field Manual 31-35, which hobbled the
tactical alr army by committing it to combat plecemeal
under the operational control of a variety of ground
commanders, each of whom was pre-occupied with the rigid
pressrvation of an air umbrella over his own narrow sector
of the front no matter what the exigencies of the overall
situation may have been. 4t was here, in practical fact,
that FM 31-35 was cast aside and revlaced by the doctrines
that later found expression in FM 100-20. FM 100-20
ircorporated the lessons of Tunisia and the earlier,
highly instructive experience of the Montzomery-Coninghanm,
Elghth Army-Desert Air Force team. The classic principles
of tactical air warfare are the heart and body of ¥M 100-20.
In brief, these principles are that the air commander,
having a status equal to that of the commanders of the
ground and naval task forces and, with them, subordinate
to that of the operation's supreme commander, shgll have
operational control of the landbased air arm....

The theme that the failure to achieve victory in the early
months of the African campalgm was due to the policies outlined
in FM 31-35,which permitted control of certain aviation units
by ground co manders, is recurrent throughout Air Force writings.
The Air Force today continuss to cite North Africa as the
reason why control of air should not be delegated to a ground
commander.? This then 1is why an understanding of FM 31-35
and the situation in North Africa is imvortant to a study of
alr-ground doctrine. For in North Africa, there was to be

a sharp break in American doctrine, a break which took out of

8AUA, Unnumbered Air-Ground Bibliography, Letter, Lt. Col.
3.C.Cobb, Chief, Historieal Div., USAF, to C.0., 389Lth School
Squadron, 27 Nov 1950,

9CGSC, Advance Sheet, RL082-1, Tactical Air Operations in
a Limited War, 196k, pp. L1-20.
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the hands of the ground command=r an immortant weaaoﬁ‘vital
for the exscution of his mission and »laced it in the hands
of ths. air commander, whose primary mission was not directly
related to the ground overations, The »roblems of air-ground
onerations were to revolve around this central issue: was the
ground comnandsr to have an assurance of closely inteocrated
air suonnort or was this sunvort to be a 1looselv coordinated
system devendent unon the whims of an indewendent forcs?

A look must be taken at where an air suovort command
as outlined in FM 31-35 fitted into the cnncent of air warfare
at the time of the African camnaien. Tre Air Force doctrine
for em»hloyment of air power was contained in Trainine Circular

70, Army Air Forces Basic Doctrine, 16 Decesmber 19li1, which

was later incoroorated irto FM 1-5, Armv Air Forces Fizld

Manual, Emplovment of Aviation of the Armv. To achieve

the missions of the Air Force, aviatinn for a theater would

"be formed intn striking forecss, defense forees, and suvvort

forces. The mission of the strikine forces was "to operate
as strong offensive air units for t-e anplication of air
power, These forcas will be raguired to extend tre de-

structive effect [?n strategic onergtioné]. Tactically thev

comduct cnounter air force ovnerations to gain and to maintain

control of thre air."lO(Italics mine.) The mission of sunport

lOU.S., War Department, Field Manual 1-5, Emnlovment of
Aviation of the Army (Washington: Government Printing COffice,
18 Jan L3), pp. 1-2; U.S., War.Department, Training Circular
70, Army Air Forces Basic Doctrine (Washincton: Government
Printing Office, 16 Dec L1}, p. 3.
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forces would be "to provide the necessary air oower in supnort
of the opveration of eround...forces.
Counter air force onzrations were to bhe conducted princi-

pally by bombardmnsnt aviation destroving enemv bases and

facilities, while fichter aircraft weme to be used f»or air
defense of imnortant areas, the protection of other aircraft

in flicht, and the use of fishter natrols throurhout the
12

area to locate and attack hostile aircraft,

F. 31-35, Aviation in Suovort of Ground F~rcss, then,

as can be seen, was doctrine for the empnlovment of onlvy a small

nortion of a theater air force. Air Forcz doctrins envisioned

that air suveriority would be won bv strone strikine forces,

not the support forces.

The failure to achieve air sunerisritv in the earlv
months in Africa was a result of: (1) logistical andi geopgranh-
ical deficiencies; (2) the failure t» emnlov the strone

strikine force in t*e theater »n counter air missions: and

(3) the lack of provisions for intezrated air effort, both
internally and with other allied air forces. It was not

a result of ground contrnl of a small »ortion of the theater

air strength for a short period of time.

To show this, a brizf review of air-ground orcanization
and operations in Africa is avo ronriate, General Eisenhower,
pravailled upon by the views of the airmen, established

separate alr units in Africa, directlvy resdsonsible to him,

Mgy 1-5, p. 5. 1°Ibid., vars. 31-3l, L8, 57.
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‘with provisions for the coordination of the British and American
air units by two air officers on his staff. A chronological
arrangement of events after the landing follows:

3Deciaj. Gen. Carl Spaatz aopointed as Acting Deputy
Commander-in-Chief for Air, Allied Forces, with
chief Auty of coordination of 12th Air Force and
Eastern Air Command. On lj December, General Spaatsz
switchss heavy bombers from strikes on air fields
to strikes on ports; orders rest for the "weary
alr forces.n+s

5 JanAllied Air Force created, with General Spaatz
appointed air commandﬁ? over 12th Air Force and
Eastern Air Command.l

10 JanTwelfth Alr Support Command desisnated air force
contingent for 24 Corps, under command of General
H. Craig, formerly one of the officers responsible
for coordinating 12th Air Force and Eastern Air
Command activitiss. Twelfth Air Support Command
conslsts of two understrength fighter squadrons
and one light bombardment group.

11 JanGereral Crailg concludes that his strength is in-
adequate to perform his mission. General Doolittle,
commander of 12th Air Force, aodproves his plan to
conserve op=rational strength. Twelfth Air Sggport
Command relatively inactive until 18 January.

21 JanColonel Williams replaces General Craig as commander
of 12th Air Support Commanrnd. This is the fifth change
of commanders in twenty-three days. General Eisenhower
unable to control the British, French, and American
forces; turns over control to General Anderson.l

22 JanGeneral Eisenhower decides that air coopveration is
faulty because of a lack of forward Air Headquarters.,
Designates Brig. Gen., L. Kuter to establish forward
Air Headquarters to command 12th Air Support Command
and 2442 Group, to cooperate with General Anderson,
and to coordinate his activities with 12th Air Force
and Eastern Air Command. General Kuter's command
1s in operation by 25 January.l?

13,47,11,107-108. 1b1pid., 106-107,138. 15Tbiq.
161p1d., 113, 138;Howe, 383. 17aar, 11, 1Lo0.
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26 JanTwelfth Air Support Command built up to 110 aircraft,
including thirty-five 1ight bombers, Commander con=-
siders bomber group "ineffective " and recommends
that it be vithdrawn. The attacned French fighter
squadron had "pitifully inadequate experience in
P-li0's." Other units suffered from "low service-
ability" or "handicap of one sort or another,"18

2 FebTwelfth Air Support Comnmand suffers serious losses
as tz=n fighters erncounter twenty to thirty Stukas
and eight to ten Mel09's, Five planes lost. Other
American losses on succeedins days. "Part of 12th
Alr Support Command's hard going undoubtedly trace-
able to the fact that the German squadrons operating
against 1t had been strengthened by the remains of
the Desert Luftwaffe and Italian Air Force."19

7 FebGeneral Kuter revorts to Genersal Spaatz that he is
exercising operational control over 2,j2 Group and
12th Air Support Command.Z20

18 FebNorthwest African Tactical Air Force created. Air
Marshal Coningham assumes command of all Allied
tactical air.

During what period were the provisions of FM 31=-35
in effeet; namely, ground force control of 12th Air
Supvort Command by 2d Corps. Twelfth Air Suvport Command
remained inactive until 18 January. Allied Air Supoort
Command gnder General Xuter was created on 22 January,
and was in operation by 25 January. Was the .24 Corps
Commander exercising control over 12th Air Support Command
for only seven days, 18 to 25 January? It is not clear
just when General Xuter started exercising operational control.
At any rate, it was not later than 7 February. |
Considering the strength of 12th Air Support Commard,

the trairing of its units, the low operatioral status, lack

lelbid., 138-141. 191bid., 1h43-1lhk.

201big., 1h4h-1k45.
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of equipment, maintenance facilities, énd suoplies, tﬁe absence
of coordination between the 12th Air Force, Eastern Air Command,
and the forwaird suoport units, one could hardlv assume that
the <d Corvs commander, having arrived unor a deteriorating
air situation, lost the ficht fo» air suverioritv Jurine the
veriod from 18 January to 25 Januarv or 7 Februarv or even
18 February.

The 12th Air Suonort CGommand reodnrt of overations egives
a breaiwdown of the sortizs by tyne flown durine this veriod

as follows:
13 Jan-1l; Feb 15 Feb-16 Mar 17 Mar-QAor

(1) Photo 2( 1% B(.L%) 300 .6%)
(2)Reconnaissance 316(17.5%) 386(27%) 772(15%)

% (3)Escort 880(L9%) 654 (4 5%) 2398(L47%)
(ly)Strafe 22 (12%) 129(13%) hly (.79
(5)Bomb 201(11%) 79(5.5%) 957(18%)
(6)Fighter Sweeo 172(9,5%) 159(9%) 738(1lL.3%)
(7)Miscellaneous 6(.3%) 20(1%) 16(.3)

Total 1801 1433 ~ 5155

#Escort missions were flown to escort reconnaissance and
bombing missions, 21
#tPercentages ars rounded off fo» convenience,
The report does not give the breakdown bv individual dav,
but the breakdown used in the re»nort coincides closely with

the ohases of the conflict in Afrieca. The first veriod given

coincides closely with» the period durine which the 24 Corns

2lioth Air Sunport Command, "Reonort of Onerationg
po. 3, 6, 8. |
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commander exercised control. The secoﬁd period covers the
Kasserine engagement and the neriod of builduo f5110wing. The
third period covers the renewal of the offensive bv General
Patton. It can be seen that generally there is no ereat dif-
ference in most of the percentases of tvoe missions flown, What
is significant is that during the first veriod 12th Alr Susnoort
Command was able to avsrage orly sixtv sorties a dav comnared
N¥ith an averapge of ereater than 227 ver dav durine the latter
veriod, This was made 922ssible because after the reorganiza-
tion, 12th Air Su»oport €ommand had been considerably rein-
foreczd arnd imoroved.

Tre report does not give a breakdown between offensive
fichter sweeps and defensive fighter sweevs fair umbrellas).
Nor dnes it indicate how defensive air vatrols over air-
fields wers recordied. However, in anv case, fichter sweens
for the »eriod of Armv control revresanted less than 10%
of the total sorties, hardly a rieid preservation of an
air umbrella.

Durines the vperiod of Army control, 12th’Air Suovort
Command had one 1li—ht bomber croun (A-20's) of 38 planes, which
the 12th Air Support Commander described as ineffective and
poorly trained in all respects, and w¥hich he recommended be
withdrawn. ‘feanw»ile, 12th Air %orce had two heavy bomber
grouns, one heavy bomber sauadron, four medium bomber |

22
grouns, and three fighter grouns. It would not

220-330::, 606, NVAAF, General Order No. 1,18 Feb L3.
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appear that 12th Air Supvort Command had the strikineg force

necessarv to wags counter air force onerations to gain and
maintain control of the air as menti~n=a4 in FM 1-5, This

striking force was the 12th Air Force.

Successful vrosecution of thre air war had been hindered
bv a lack of coordination among all of the American and
British units. There was a conflict amones British and
American air officers as to wro should command the combined
air units, with the result that nrovisions for comnlete
coordination were not completed until late January, and
finally, not until 18 Februarv.23'

As early as 12 January, General Eisenhower had requested
that the tvpe Spitfire and P-Ln then in use at the front be
replaced bv new models to offset the German technical advan-
tage in fighters,zbr

Another factor which had reduced the available fighter
strength ir the forward area was tre fact that fighter units
had besn attached to 12th Air Force bomber units statinned
well to the rear. %When Air Marshal Coningham took command
of tactical air in Februarv, he voiced onvosition t» this
procedure., This practice had made coordination for bomber
eséort easier, but this svecialized use had prevented their

use in the forward areas wrere they were sorelv needed in the

battle for air suoremacv. 1In effect, as far as the fichter

23paw, 11, 106, 107, 17, 169, 175-76.

ZuIbid., 0. 122, 169, 175-76; AAFRH-1l;, »p. 158-59.
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force in Africa was concernad, it was a case of committine it

to combat bpiec=emeal under the onerational control of a variety

25

of commanders,

Ports continued to be the »rimarv tareet of the heavy
bombers throughout December and January followine General
Soaatz's order of |l Decembar assiening orioritv to them.

It was not until earlvy Fesbruarv that, at the regquest of

General Futer's Allied Air Su»oort Comnand, the bombers

were shifted to counter air forczs actinsn to reslieve the

nressure on 12th Air Suonort'Command.2

In summafv, early air overations in Africa were in-
effective because of (1) sevare loristical and geogranhical
limitations, (2) a failure to intezrate the counter air
effort earlv in ths camoaign, and (3) a failure tn apoly
the power of the 12th Air Force amainst enemv air or to
give 12th Air Savport Command sufficient strensth to wage
a counter air »nrogram,

Close air sunnort was ineffective because air units were
not sufficientiv trained and eguioped t» orovide.such supvort
efficientlv, and because of a failure of the Air Force to
realize that such suovnort had to be closely interrated with
the prouni overatisns. lhe reorganization had helved solve
the oroblem of air suveriority bv inteprating the efforts of
the air units, but it had failed t» solve the problem of

affective air-ground onerations.

25prF, T1, 122. 2Oapm, TI, 90, 108-109, 121-25, 1h.
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Two considerationé mieht have suggested »natience in the
strumele betwszen air and ~rround interests., One was that ground
commanders, encaced in laree-scale overations for the first
time, shoved a tsndency to misuse all the new kinds of sunport,
includine tanks and tank destrovers. The same was equally
true of air commanders who had to revampo formarlv held con-
victions about the use of their eauinment and wea»ons. This
was a tendency which thev could be exp=cted to, ani 4iqd, correct.
Tne second consideration was the failure of the Ai» Forcs to
orovide nromnt suvpvort, whether in the form of ohot»ogranhic or
visi1al reconraissance or combat missions., This oroblem had

to be resolved..

CLOSE ATR SUPPORT-19l13 to 1945
FM 100-20 limited the obligations and exalted the »re-
rogatives of the air forces with resnect to the ground forces,
without stipulatins anyv method of cooperation. It was a
theoretical dncument preoccuvnied with questions of authority
and jurisdiction. It fﬁilei to et da'm to the "what,"

'and "how" of coonerating to Aefeat the =nemv on

"when,'
the battlefield,

FM 100-20 faithfullv mirrored General Montcomerv's
statements of orincinle concernine centralized control of
air. These had been outlined in his "Notes on High
Command in Wan" which had ins»ired FM 100-20. These

notes were Part II of a series. Part I, oresented a month

earlier, stated:
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We cannot fisht successfullv on land without the closest
cooperation of the RAF....Whatever the military »lan, it
is vital that the air should be broucht in from the start;
it is not sufficient to dscide on the plan and then to ask

the RAF how it can heln,,..Without the closest touch
betwesn Aray and RAF Staffs the coordination of the air
plan with that of the Armv cannot bz as effectivs as it
should be, and in emergency mav well fail, Tt involves
the whole of the air pvlan--the emoployment of the fighter
force for air suverioritvy and orotection at the »icht
time and placze; ths emplovment of the bomber force ani
the ciareful selection of bomher objectives, best cal-
culated to assist the militarv aim; and not least, the
careful planning of air reconnaissance, without which the
close suonnort syuadrons for the attack Sg ground tarcets
cannot ovnsrate with 2°ximum =2 ficiency,

This was the tyoe of closelv intserated suvnort which Gsneral
Montroomery had received at the battles of El Alemein and

El Hamma. Fi 100-20 and Air Porce nractices in Africa

failed to provide for this nortion of General Morteomerv's

princinles.

The indenendence granted to the Air Force by ¥M 100-20
was to be carried over into the ensuine overations. 1In
preparation for the invasion of Sicily, 2ir bacame guiltvy
of doing what it had previouslv charged eground commanders
With doing; that is, preoccunation with its own snhere of
the war Witﬁout regard to the whole, Tts failure to vpar-
ticipate in joint planning for the invasion w-ile concern-
ing itself onlvy with currsnt air onerations could have

regulted in disaster against a stroneer enemy.

27casc Library, M501C.73, Gen. R, Montsomerwv, "Notes for
Senior Officers on the Conduct of Rattle," December 19,2,
pars. 12-1l.
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As it ﬁas, the inflexibilitv of the air suoport plan,
which made no orovision for on call or air alert close sunport
missions, nrevented air from assisting in haltiné the German
armor attack on the Sicilian beachhead. The same twne restric-
tive and centralized control was imnoszd at Salerno, at Normandy,
and in the airborne drovo in Holland, oreventing a full real-
ization of the potential of air» nower. Tre flexibilitv of
air nower was not beine readilvy an~lied to air-ground onera-
tions. As a consequencse, a readily gvailable force conld
not he anvlied against serious enemv threats., When enemv
air opposition had been virtially eliminated, tactical air
power went begging for want of a job.

The invasion forces at Normandy had gone ashors with the
latest and newest weaoons and eguipment. They did not eo
ashore with tre best air suvport. The recoris do not reveal
why control of air had bsen so centralizad for the invasion,
Perhans the »nlan reflected the views of Gen=sral Breraton,
the veteran of the struggle for air ovower, or the views of
General Mortgomerv, the senior ground commander for the
invasion, who had concludzd that centralized control of the
air alone the thirty mile front at E1 Aleme’n was satisfactory.
Whit ever the reasons for this tvme control, it 4id not work
successfully. ‘

The first concrete sten for a reconciliation between air
and rround forces was taken at Saierno with the establishment
of the combined air-ground ooeéations center and the exchange

of liaison personnel. Tre other sirnificant stevs in the
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developmsnt of an effective air-ground system were (1) em-
ploymént of "Rover Joe," "Horsefly," and forward controller
svstems in tre summer of lghh; (2) imnhrovements in the
characteristics of the fichter bomber; and (3) the use of
armed r=sconnaissance, column cover, request; and air alert
s7stems wh'ch, wrile nnt ecivine the cround commandar control
of those missions allocated for his use, made vossible a
closer intszration of air effort than was possible under the
prenlannsd svstem of request. In effect, success came with
decentralization of air power while sti1l mairtainine the
ability to regain contralized control. Tactical air nower
was most effective when it was closelv intezrated rather
than looselv intecsrated,

Significant shortcomings in the air-esround effort were
the lack of sufficient reconnaissanc= squadrons, a failure
to develop airzraft for night onerations, ani a failure to
make a greater use of bombers in the tactical role. These
shortcomings in equioment can be attributed »nartially to
the attitude of the Alr Staff, which minimizéd the need
for close air support. A rigid emohasis on the three air
orioritiss (air suberiority, inte~diction, and close suoport)
was larecely resnonsible for tre limited use of bombers in
28

the tactical role.

It would be misleadine to nlace to» much emphasis on the

28The attitude of the Air Staff is discussed in Greenfield,
pp. 2-21, 27, 36, L2, 53, 130; ‘The use of bombers is discussed
in "Effect," pp. 29-Ll;.
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organization and techniques desscribed in the precsding pages
in an attempt to determine the factors thich brought about an

improvement in the relations of air and ground forces iIn the

latter stares of the war, The »rinecinal fact was that im-

provement took nlacs where the air commanders concerned were

willing to susport the cround forces.

The air-zround svstem as it existed at the end of the
campaign in furone followed the zeneral outline of FM 31-35

almost exactly in all respects, excent for the question of

contrnl of that aviation allocated for su»nort of a unit,

The only real differsncz was that the ground commander had a
loose commitment instead of a firm commitment for sunport.
In additidn, thers existed a svstem whereby the total air
effort could be coordinated, a subject which had been covered
only in a broad way in FM 31-35., Cooperation was substituted
for control., Unfortunately, cooveration is too deoendent
upon versonalities,

A system built upon personalities is fragile, and
cooperation is a tenous thing unon which to base success,
It was the air prophet Douhet who wrote that "no commanding
officer in any theatsr of operation or in anv field of
action...[?hould havé] an independent force cooverating
loosely at[itg] «ssliscretion with other independent

forces....Coonveration is the weakest form of coordination."29

Louis Sigaud, Douhet and. Aerial Warfare (New York:
Putnam's Son, 1941), p. LL.
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What then can be said of the grouhd force's requirements
concerning air-ground oneratiosns at the end of the war with
regard to quantity, quality, and control?

In Wiorld War I1I, U.S. divisions received an average of
7 close air suoport sorties ver dav of combat. The British
divisions recszsived 18.6.30 American divisions in the Euronean
theater received an average of 12.5 sorties ver day.Bl The
12th Aray Group concluded that after the initial rush across
France, the nroportion of air effort allotted for the suvport
of ground forces was insufficient.32

The comment of General Bradlev's coros commander sufficies
as testimony to the quality of air support at the latter stages
of the war. "We could not possibly have gotten as far as we
did, as fast as we did, and with as few casualties, without
the wonderful air support that we have consistently had."33

In commentine on a letter received from General Arnold
in 19L); which discussed the question of control of airborne
erces, General Brereton wrote: "He (General Arnold agrees
with my ovinion that the airborne divisions Should be assigned
to the Air Force, vermitting one commander to have at his
disnosal and direction all the means to accomplish the

mission."BhThis orinciple of conductine ovsrations was

30Briefing of the President's Scientific Advisory Committee
on the Armyv's Requiremants for Close Air Support, 21 Nov 62,
Chart 3, cited by O'Connor, p. L2.

31O'Connor, D. 29. 32"Effect," o. 138.

33Comment bv Gen. J.L.Collins, "Effect," p. 201.

3L"Br'ereton, o, 366,
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denied to the Armv in the fi=1d of air-eround overations.
In General WMontgomery's "Notes on High Command,"
the paracranh following the one in which he gives his views
on centralized control of air states:

The command=r of an army in the field should have
an Air H.Q. with him, which will have direct control,
and command »f such squadrons as mav be allotted for
overations in support of his armyv....we have now
evolved, and it exists in Ei~hth Armv, a svstem which
enables the Armv to obtain the fullest air sunnort
whenever and wherever necessarv,>> (Italics mine,)

The ground commanders in World War II had asked for nothing

more.,

35¢GSC Librarv, M571 €.73, Gen. B, Montrsomerv, "Notes on
Hich Command in War," January 19hL3, par. 8.
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